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Executive Summary

This report presents descriptive results of the Annual Economic Survey of Red#ral
Shrimp Permit Holders (OMB Control # 0648-0476) for the calendar year 2007, and
documents the survey’s implementation and preparation of data. The data collestion wa
designed by the NOAA Fisheries Southeast Fisheries Science CentéiSSmmiae
Research Group to track the financial and economic status and performansedly ve
holding a federal moratorium permit for harvesting shrimp in the Gulf of MexicaoA t
page, self-administered mail survey collects total annual costs broken owverto s
categories and auxiliary economic data. Since this was the second ysanthiswas
conducted, a section compares results from 2007 and 2006. The survey is repeated
annually, and the first technical memorandum (NMFS-SEFSC-584) is intended as the
central report describing the data collection methodology and should be consulted for
details about the survey design.

Between March and August 2008, 636 vessels were randomly selected, stratifese by st
from a population of 1,915 vessels with federal permits to shrimp in federal watkees of
Gulf of Mexico. After many reminder and verification phone calls, 537 surveys wer
deemed complete, for an ineligibility-adjusted response rate of 87.2%. Thwglofki

each individual vessel’s cost data to its revenue data from different daetioak was
imperfect, and hence the final number of observations used in the analyses is 505. By
various measures and tests of validity throughout the report, the quality of the data is
high. The results are presented in a standardized table format that links vessel
characteristics and operations to simple balance sheet, cash flow, and iratemersis.

In the text, results are discussed for the total fleet, the Gulf shrimp fleetctive Gulf
shrimp fleet, and the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet. Additional results for shrimgless
grouped by state, by ownership structure, by vessel characteristics, andibgs

volume are available in the appendix.

The general conclusion of this report is that the financial and economic situdtiatyac
deteriorated in 2007 from the already bleak outlook in 2006 for the average vessels in all
of the categories that were evaluated. With few exceptions, cash flow frdhege

vessel has now turned negative, and the negative net revenue from operations and the
“loss” have further increased to clearly non-sustainable levels. Intgjigstihe effective
economic environment actually improved somewhat from 2006 as shrimp prices
increased proportionally more than fuel prices. However, with the liquidityreamst
implied by a negative cash flow and following many marginal years, itst#@raverage
vessel simply did not have the ability to exploit this improvement and had to cut its
overall effort. In 2007, the average active Gulf shrimp vessel consumed 19% I€ss fue
terms of gallons) and caught 30% less shrimp (in terms of pounds). After accoanting f
the price changes, the vessel spent 6% less on fuel and generated 12% lessrmwenue f
shrimp. But since fixed costs remained approximately the same, the overall ecandmi
financial returns significantly deteriorated when compared to 2006. Finallgrgment
payments, which helped the average owner just about break even in 2006, were
significantly less in 2007. Overall, the financial situation in 2007 is economically
unsustainable for the average established business.
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1. Introduction

This technical memorandum presents descriptive results of the Annual Econoweig Sur

of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders (OMB Control # 0648-0476) for the calendar

year 2007 and documents the survey’s implementation and preparation of data. Since this
was the second year this survey was conducted, a section compares s @G0T and

2006. The survey is repeated annually, and the first technical memorandum (NMFS-
SEFSC-584)is intended as the central report describing the data collection methodology
and should be consulted for details about the survey design. This technical memorandum
concentrates on documenting changes that occurred with the 2007 survey
implementation. Nonetheless, we err on the side of including background information to
insure proper use and interpretation of the aggregate data and¥esults.

The commercial penaeid shrimp fishery in the Gulf of Mexico is one of the most
economically important fisheries in the Southeast Region. The fleet consi$tarof
inshore segment, mostly active in state waters and very diverse; andffgraore
segment, largely active in federal waters and almost always usirigggaw The fishery
is managed under the Gulf of Mexico Shrimp Fishery Management Plan, and a
moratorium permit is required to harvest shrimp in federal watehe fishery is facing a
range of difficulties that together are threatening the short-term agddam viability of
the industry. Existing regulation, high fuel and other input prices, and competition from
foreign and aquacultured shrimp are squeezing the profit margin upon which Gulf
shrimpers base their livelihood. Further, the devastating impact of recenaharric
seasons has led to substantial upheaval in all commercial fisheries on the &ulf coa

This data collection program was designed by NOAA Fisheries (NMFS) Setithea
Fisheries Science Center’s Social Science Research Group in late 2008 tbdra
economic condition of the fishery. Because it is impossible to clearly dilittea

inshore and offshore segments of the shrimp fishery, the data collection focuses on the
federally permitted vessels, i.e. vessels that hold a federal moratoriurih foerm

harvesting Gulf shrimp.The results in this report apply roughly to the offshore segment
of the shrimp fleet. Shrimp vessels operating offshore are usually largemieiland

more sophisticated from a business perspective, and hence more capable of providing
financial data. In 2006 and 2007, the federally permitted vessels accounted for dso-thir
of annual Gulf shrimp landings and over three-quarters of total revenue gengrtted b

! Liese, Christopher, Michael D. Travis, Diana Pimagl James R. Waters. 2009. The Annual Economic
Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders: Reporthe Design, Implementation, and Descriptive
Results for 2006. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SE-584, 91 p.

2 Data for individual respondents are confidential.

3 Federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico, i.e. the LeSclusive economic zone, begin 3 miles off thast@f
Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi, and 9 milddtu# coasts of Florida and Texas. A moratorium on
federal permits for catching Gulf shrimp becamedeif’e March 26, 2007 (Final rule: 71 Federal Regis
186 (26 Sept. 2006), pp.56039).

“ The distinction between vessels and owners/pdsjifeportant because the Gulf shrimp moratorium
permit is avessepermit and thus vessels, not owners, are theofimihalysis.



fishery (Table 1). Focusing the data collection on vessels with moratoriuntpbas
the added advantage that the population is known and that contact information is
available. Also, this group is of most direct interest from a federal fishanagement
perspective.

The guiding principle for the design of this data collection is to collect thermam

information necessary that still allows meaningful financial and ecoramailyses, and

to collect this information in the least burdensome way for the shrimp industey.

opted for a survey approach, thereby burdening only a fraction of permit owners eac
year. Further, a self-administered mail survey was deemed to be more cot)\tegse
intrusive, and less time-consuming than one based on in-person interviews. The outcome
is a two page survey instrument limited to collecting “bread and butter” ecolarta,

but comprehensive enough to produce a meaningful annual report for the Gulf shrimp
harvesting industry.

The survey intends to collect all annual expenditures grouped into less than ten variable
and fixed cost categories. When combined with revenue from other data collecgons, w
can calculate various measures of the financial and economic status and greséoom

the industry. Random sampling, stratified by state, was used to ensure thatltkeares
representative and can be extrapolated to the population of all federal permit aottlers
any large sub-population, such as active shrimp vessels in Texas. The survescto coll
annual data for calendar year 2007 was mostly implemented between March and August
2008. Follow-up and verification phone calls took place during data entry, mostly
between June and August, 2008. Further data cleaning, merging the cost data with
revenue data from other databases, the analyses, and the report writingneeicted

during the first half of 2009.

The results are basic descriptive statistics---arithmetic meahtie financial and non-
financial datd They are presented in a standardized table format that links vessel
characteristics and operations to simple balance sheet, cash flow, and iraiemerss.
Besides reporting the averages for the total fleet of all permittsglgesesults are
presented for th&ulf shrimpfleet by excluding permitted vessels engaged primarily in
other fisheries, for thactiveGulf shrimp fleet by further excluding idle, broken, or
otherwise inactive vessels, and for thactiveGulf shrimp fleet. More results are
reported in an appendix for various categories of shrimp vessels, including thoselgroupe
by state, by vessel characteristics, by landings volume, and by ownersbiprstr\WWhen
the results are interpreted as applying to the (sub-) population, they must b tifcaasy
approximations of the activities and values associated with the average senégiiee
vessel of that (sub-) population. In statistical terms, the results are mid-pba

®> Given NMFS’ experiences with in-person interviesisGulf shrimpers, a low burden approach was
thought necessary to get shrimpers’ cooperatiomygliance with this data collection is a requirentfent
permit renewal. A large sample size and high legélsnbiased participation increase the validitgd an
representativeness of the results.

® Extrapolation of the results to the population arldok at the distributional results will follow & future
report.



confidence interval, within which the true, but unknown, population mean can be found
95% of the time.

The rest of this introduction briefly describes the purpose of economic dataiocn#ent

the Gulf of Mexico shrimp fishery. Chapter 2 describes the accounting framevealkaus
guide the overall survey design, and describes the survey instrument, the population and
sampling frame, and the sampling design, focusing on changes made to the 2007 version.
Chapter 3 documents the implementation of the survey for 2007, focusing on the
response rate, the validity of the data, and preparation of data. Chapter 4igtatsin

depth explanation and discussion of the variables in the standardized tables used to
present the results. The rest of the chapter discusses the 2007 results. Chaier 5 brie
compares results for 2007 and 2006.

Purpose

Previous attempts to collect economic data in the Gulf shrimp fishery, inysartcost

data, have been plagued by their limited duration, small geographic scopee and t
industry’s resistance to being surveyed. The size and relevance of theh@ulf fishery

and associated industry make the systematic and continuous collection of ecortamic da
critical and long overdue. Such data can serve many purposes. Foremost it Erpeécess
inform the fishery management process. The central goal of this survey ikt apt

to-date cost data for the commercial shrimp fishery in federal waiténe Gulf of

Mexico in support of management by the Gulf of Mexico Fisheries Management Council
and NOAA Fisheries (NMFS). A collection of economic information from fistesr

affected by federal management is needed to ensure that national goals/eshjactl
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and
other laws are met. By collecting such data annually, economic chartygemrds

through time can be identified and tracked.

Amendment 13 to the Fishery Management Plan for the Shrimp Fishery in the Gulf of
Mexico, which was approved on February 21, 2006, introduced a moratorium on permits
for shrimping in federal waters and provided for improved information collection
programs. In the past, NOAA Fisheries has collected catch and (limited) effort data on
continuous basis in this fishery through port agents, dealer reports, and more recently
through the various Gulf States’ trip ticket systems. With the move to move acti
management implied by the introduction of the moratorium permits, more and timelie
data collections have become necessary. Further, the tough economic conditabby face
the industry since 2000 have changed the industry to the point of making earlier
economic data obsolete. It became imperative that new data be collectedr&iehyg
assess the economic and social conditions in the fishery and to predict the ohpacts
changes to the shrimp fishery management plans and regulations on individual shrimp

" The fishery management amendment was approvedidigt21, 2006. A moratorium permit was
required as of March 26, 2007 in order to harvesigeid shrimp from federal waters, though shrimpers
had until October 26, 2007 to apply for the permit.



fishing entities. The start-up of other complementary data collections instnesyf
further increases the value of the economic 8ata.

8 See the SE Fishery Bulletin in Appendix 3 forsditig of these data collections.



2. Design

In late 2006, the Social Science Research Group at the NMFS Southeast Fisheries
Science Center in Miami, Florida, in close cooperation with the Fisheried Soigace
Branch at the NMFS Southeast Regional Office in St. Petersburg, Floemgk

designing a program to collect annual socio-economic data for the Gulf sisfrap/?

The first technical memorandum based on this data collection (NMFS-SEFSEi584)
intended as the central report describing the data collection methodology and should be
consulted for the details and background on the survey design. After a brief section
covering the basics of financial statements, this chapter of this memoraodaentrates

on documenting the changes that were made to the 2007 survey instrument and
documenting the 2007 sampling frame and sample design.

Financial Statements

The central approach taken by this data collection was to minimize the naimber

variables collected from each respondent, while maintaining the ability teansw
meaningful economic questions. To guarantee comparability across a diverse set
operations, we focused on collecting data about the harvesting component only, i.e. data
on the financial flows directly associated with owning and operating adgsi@ssel.

Thus the basic unit is a shrimp vessel, ignoring any processing, wholesakajlor
components. Shrimp operations are commercial, for-profit businesses, and as such, we
decided to collect only economic data, forsaking any demographic or sociakdata ti

more closely to the vessel operators and owners.

The type of economic data to be collected was based on an accounting framework of
money flows and values associated with the productive activity of commercial
shrimping---the “bread and butter” of economic data. With these data, threedinanci
statements, the balance sheet, the cash flow statement, and the income st@tement
prepared to give a comprehensive overview of the financial and economic situation of the
offshore shrimp fishery. To keep the survey short and simple, only broad cost estegori
are collected; their delineation guided by reporting requirements on tax forms to
minimize the reporting burden for fishermen. By collecting data about revViemss

cost flows, and asset values, statistically valid financial statememisecdeveloped for a
representative or “average” shrimp vessel and for the industry as a‘Wiblkenext
paragraphs briefly illustrate the basic accounting framework used to ydietiflata that
needed to be collected. More details about the financial statements spatifcata

° The focus on annual data precluded the collecifdrip level economic data.

19| jese, Christopher, Michael D. Travis, Diana Pimagl James R. Waters. 2009. The Annual Economic
Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders: Reporthe Design, Implementation, and Descriptive
Results for 2006. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SE-584, 91 p.

1 The Results for 2007 chapter provides the averagydts for the year 2007. Results extrapolateti¢o
population will follow in a future report.



and to the shrimp fishery context are presented in the Results for 2007 chapter of this
report.

A balance sheet is a snapshot of a company's financial condition. A company’ balanc
sheet has three parts: assets, liabilities, and the owner's equity. Th&dasskea Halance
sheet lists all assets of a company and their value at a given point in timeabliig |

side lists the various sources of money invested to acquire these assets(itialfi
capital). Beyond investing their own capital (money), most company owners borrow
financial capital from other sources, such as banks. The current equity, the hedfwort
the company to the owner, always equals the difference between the valussétall a
and what is owed. Figure 1 illustrates this “balance.” By collecting dhatat ahe value

of the assets (market value of vessel and gear in our case) and the outstandjripdoa
vessel owner’s equity stake can be calculated.

Balance Sheet (point in time)

Assets Liabilities
Vessel and gear Loans
(market value) (amount owed)
Equity

Figure 1. Balance Sheet “Balance”

The balance sheet summarizes the financial condition at a single point imtime. |
contrast, the cash flow statement and the income statement summarize aytompan
financial transactions over an interval of time. In an annual report, these twadlnanc
statements present slightly different perspectives of the revenuesl eluring one
accounting year and the expenses made in order to generate these revenues.

The cash flow statement is a financial statement that shows a companyos fhoney
(Figure 2). Money accruing to the company is called cash inflow. In this studyotte
important cash inflow is revenue generated through the sale of shrimp harvested by th
sampled vessel. Money leaving the company is called cash outflow, which includes the
various costs of owning and operating the shrimp vessel. Transactions that do gt direct
create cash receipts and payments are excluded. The difference betloaeandf
outflow---the net cash flow---reflects the vessel owner’s liquidityobresicy and is

useful in determining the short-term viability of a company. For the Gulhghndustry,

we decided that three inflows (shrimp revenue, other fishing revenue, and government
payments) and six cost categories (fuel, other supplies, crew (hired) cestd/gear

related fixed costs, overhead costs, and loan payments) would suffice in detail.



Cash flow statement (period of time)
Inflow/Receipts Outflow/Payments
From operations Variable costs
- Shrimp revenue - Fuel
- Other commercial - Other supplies
fishing revenue - Crew (hired)
Fixed costs
Non-operating - Vessel and gear
- Government - Overhead
payments - Loan payments
(interest and principal
Net cash flow (+)

Figure 2: Cash Flow “Balance”

An income statement is intended to help owners and investors determine the true
economic performance of a company over a specified period of time. The income
statement is sometimes called the profit and loss statement. The incanmestdiegins
with the revenue generated from operations (sale of product or service) and saltitract
operating costs, including non-cash costs such as the value of owner’s labor and
depreciation (Figure 3). The result is the net revenue from operations. Thisasarene
of the true economic return to a productive activity. More relevant to the owners of
company is the net revenue before taxes, i.e. their actual profit or loss. Thos'boge”

is calculated by subtracting financing costs (such as interest paymaedtadding non-
operating revenue, income, and costs to net revenue from operations.

Many variables are the same in the cash flow and income statements. -bBloéinot
elements in Figure 3 indicate variables that are the same in the incomeestatachthe

cash flow statement. Text in bold signifies an element specific to the in¢catement.

For the Gulf shrimp industry, revenue generated from operations includes revenue from
the sale of shrimp and other fishing revenue, and excludes government payments.
Operating costs include non-cash transactions such as depreciation and thethalue of
owner’s labor used to generate the year’s revetfudsepreciation and the value of the

121n contrast to the cash flow statement, the incetaiement excludes cash payments that are not
operating costs directly associated with generdtiagyear’'srevenues. This includes payments for new



owner’s labor are not explicit costs (in contrast to variables in the cash #temnsint)
and thus need to be estimated.

Income statement (period of time)

Revenue Expenditures
From operations From operations
- Shrimp revenue - Fuel
- Other supplies
- Other commercial - Crew (hired)
fishing revenue - Owner's labor

- Vessel and gear
(minus new invest)

- Overhead

- Depreciation

Net revenue from operations

Non-operating Non-operating
- Government paym. - Interest payments

Net revenue (before taxes)
(" Profit")

Figure 3: Income Statement “Balance”

Survey Instrument

This survey started in 2007 collecting annual economic data for the calead2096.

As can be expected, lessons were learned that required and enabled us tanclarify
simplify the survey instrument and streamline the overall survey proces200fe
survey instrument and the detailed instructions are attached as Appendices 1 and 2.
Below, we will discuss the changes that were made from the 2006 survey. Betlils
the questions and their intent can be found in the first memorandum.

Based on experiences with the 2006 survey, some changes in content were made to the
2007 survey instrument:

* Ice was dropped as a separate cost category: Because the aveeagense was
less than 1% of total vessel expenses in 2006, we decided to stop asking for ice

investments and principal repayments which botheichphe balance sheet (assets and liabilitiesjidunot
constitute economic income or costs.



expenses separately on the 2007 survey, and now they are part of other trip
expenses.

* Vessel expense categories were reduced to three: We reduced the number of
check boxes available to specify the type of vessel expenses to: i) regular
maintenance; ii) major repair and haul-out; and iii) new purchases or upgrades.
The additional categories on the 2006 survey instrument were rarely checked and
not necessary for the financial statements.

» The question about vessel replacement value was dropped: On the 2006 survey,
too many respondents skipped this question or answered inconsistently by giving
a vessel replacement value that was lower than the current market valuaghat
provided in another question. Since this category is not necessary for the financia
statements, we decided to drop it.

* Questions about the vessel's market value with the permit and without the permit
were added: The 2006 survey simply asked for the market value of the vessel
without specifying (on the survey instrument itself at least) if this inddidéing
permits or not.

* The question about the number of shrimping days lost due to a lack of crew was
dropped: The quality of these data was questionable as quite a few respondents
answered 365 days a year. We could not find a way to clearly ask for fishing days
lostsolelydue to a lack of crew. Since this category is not necessary for the
financial statements we decided to drop it.

* A question on the type of activities engaged in by the vessel was added: For the
2006 report, sorting fishermen into sub-fleets and fisheries turned out to be a labor
intensive effort when based entirely on other data sources. Sometimes
categorization of vessels into sub-fleets based on other data sourcesezbnflict
with the activity levels implicit in the economic survey and its comments. To
simplify this process in the future, we added a new question directly asking about
the activity of the vessel. Four check boxes were added to indicate activity in
2007: i) any shrimp fishery, ii) any other commercial fishery, iii) any nsim#g
income generating activity, and iv) no activity. Respondents were asked to check
as many boxes as appropriate to their situation.

* A voluntary question was added in order to gauge the interest among respondents
for completing the survey online.

» The Spanish version of the survey instrument was dropped: Since no Spanish
survey instruments were returned in 2006, we decided that the effort to update the
translations was not warranted.

In addition to the changes described above, efforts were also made to ddrsiynglify
the survey instrument’s layout and language. We evaluated the number and type of



incoming calls and outgoing clarification calls and mail to determine whicstiqne
were the source of most problems. The resulting changes include:

* We added, at the top of the survey instrument, the phrase “Even if this vessel was
inactive in 2007 please complete this survey.” This was one of the most frequent
reasons for incoming calls.

* A major problem for the processing and analysis of an accounting based survey
are unanswered questions. It is critical for the results to differentiatedre an
answer of $0 and an item non-response. As a result, blank “entries” force us to
call back the respondent, make assumptions about the true intent, and/or exclude
the entire survey from the analysis. On the 2007 survey instruments, we
prominently added the statement “Enter ‘0’ if you did not have any expenses in a
category. Do not leave blank!” and repeated the latter part of this phrase on
guestions 15 and 16 (which were very frequently left blank on the 2006 survey).

» The sequence, skip pattern, and layout of the questions pertaining to owner
operators, crew compensation, and captain’s compensation on the 2006 survey
were confusing to a number of respondents. We attempted to clarify these
guestions. Given the different share-systems used for compensation, devising
guestions that cover every contingency is impossible.

* Crew share-systems can be based on gross or net revenue numbers. On the 2006
survey a footnote on page 1 of the survey instrument tried to clarify that we were
interested in final “bottom-line” compensation of crew. We found our approach
too convoluted and confusing for the respondents and hence counterproductive,
and the 2007 survey instrument was simplified in this regard.

» It became obvious that few respondents take the time to read the instructions. This
emphasized the importance of conveying the intent of each question on the survey
instrument itself. In light of this, we decided to add examples of the major
expenses to the survey instrument to some questions (crew compensation, other
supplies, overhead).

* On the 2006 survey, the question about insurance mistakenly asked for the
coverage level without specifying hull insurance explicitly, although “caeera
level of vessel” was usually understood as such. This was clarified on the 2007
survey. More problematic was the fact that many respondents entered insurance
payments rather than coverage levels (easily identified due to the different
magnitudes). This required many follow-up calls to obtain the correct levels of
converage. On the 2007 survey instrument the phrase “Insurance coverage level
NOT premium” was prominently added. Finally, the “Other” insurance check box
was dropped.

As in the previous year, detailed instructions were prepared. The three pages of
instructions spell out the exact intention behind each question. The instructions can be
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found in Appendix 2. Beyond cover letters, an information page clearly, concisely, and in
large letters spelled out the intent, justification, and confidential nature afrirey$®

The survey instrument, instructions, and information material were transladed in
Vietnamese.

Population and Sampling Frame

The population of interest is all vessels potentially or actually fishing foagae shrimp
during the 2007 calendar yearfederal watersof the Gulf of Mexico, i.e. in federal
waters off the States of Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, andaFdhs
population is approximated by ownership of a federal shrimp permit for veisbatg)fin
the Exclusive Economic Zone of the Gulf of Mexico.

As of December 5, 2002, vessels were required to possess a federal permit m fislder t

for penaeid shrimp in federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico. This permit wakbleato

all, i.e. the federal Gulf shrimp fishery was open access. A fishery nrapage

amendment, approved February 21, 2006, limited entry to the fishery, and a moratorium
permit was introduced. A moratorium permit was required as of March 26, 2007 in order
to harvest penaeid shrimp from federal waters, though shrimpers did have until October
26, 2007 to apply for the permit. As a result, and in contrast to the 2006 survey, the 2007
survey was conducted starting March 2008 based on a complete sampling frame of the
population.

The complete sampling frame, including 1,932 permits on 1,915 vessels, was provided by
the permit office of the NMFS Southeast Regional Office. The samplingefcantains

most of the information provided on the permit application, including vessel registrati
number, vessel characteristics, and permit and contact information.

The Gulf shrimp fishery can be roughly divided into an inshore and offshore fishery.
While the inshore fleet is comprised of a diverse set of vessels and op¥ttiters,
offshore fleet is (somewhat) more homogeneous. The offshore fleet con$sstreof
otter-trawl vessels operated more frequently in federal waters ontarfelbasis. Given
the scale of these operations, a large majority maintain accounting records.

Based on 2007 shrimp landings and revenue data from the Gulf Shrimp System data
collection (GSSY? which by definition includes only vessels active in this fishery, Table
1 compares vessels with and without a federal Gulf shrimp moratorium permit {solum
2 and 3). Over 70% of all 4,678 active Gulf shrimp vessels do not have federal permits
(restricting them to shrimping in state waters), yet these vess®lara for only about

13 Appendix 3 contains the 2007 cover letter and diStery bulletin announcing the data collectioheT
information material did not change from the prexssigear and can be found in the previous technical
memorandum.

1% The inshore segment consists of recreationakaardl, and commercial shrimpers using differentsyen
catch food shrimp, bait shrimp, and other species.

15 More information on this data collection is prostitin Additional Data: Revenue section of the
Implementation chapter.
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34% of total shrimp landings and only about 23% of the total shrimp revéAu¢he
vessel level, non-federally permitted boats generate average annual regen@Gff
shrimp of just $22,429. This contrasts with an average of $199,111 for federally
permitted vessels. The higher revenue is due not only to more landings (on average,
federally permitted vessels landed more than five times as much as vegsals

federal permits), but also to a higher price per pound of shrimp. In offshore thaters
shrimp are usually larger and hence command a higher price per Bdiedrly the
permitted vessels substantially differ from the non-permitted vessels.

Columns 3 and 4 compare all active federally permitted vessels and all actgksves
with a completed 2007 survey used in the anal}s€ke reason the randomly sampled,
in-analyses active vessels have higher average landings and revenue tttareall a
federally permitted vessels is explained in the next chapter in the conieattlef2. The
fact that the price per pound of shrimp is similar is more meaningful in this case

Table 1: Average and Total Gulf Shrimp Landings, Revenue, and Price for Active
Inshore Boats, Active Federally Permitted Vessels, and Active \sass&halyses
(2007)

Surveys in
. No Federal Federal
(in USD) Total Permit Permit Analyses
(active vessels)
# of Vessels 4,678 3,290 1,388 388
Average revenue per vessel ($) 74,847 22,429 199,111 211,695
Average landings per vessel (Ibs) 29,247 13,160 67,386 70,903
Average price per pound (Ibs basis) 2.56 170 2.95 2.99
Average price per pound (vessel basis) 2.07 173 2.87 2.94
Total revenue ($) 358 million 82 million 276 million 81 million
Total landings (Ibs) 141 million 47 million 94 million 27 million
% of Total revenue 100% 22.9% 77.1% 22.6%
% of Total landings 100% 33.7% 66.3% 19.3%

Note: All values are for Gulf shrimp only, i.e. excluding South Atlantic shrimp.
Gulf shrimp landings and prices are reported on a heads off basis.
Vessels that were inactive are excluded.

16 Actually, 4,678 vessels is an underestimate ofdba population due to problems with the GSS. 8om
dealers report minor landings from multiple boaissolidated into a single record. In these cabes, t
landings cannot be assigned to a specific boat.

" Two measures of average price per pound of shairprovided in Table 1. The first is the price the
average pounaf shrimp was sold for. The second is the priaepgoeind of shrimp received by thgerage
vesseli.e. averaging across all vessels the average pech vessel receives.

'8 These surveys or vessels are referred to througheuest of this document and the tables as “in-
analyses” surveys or vessels.
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Sampling Design

For the 2007 survey and beyond, we have slightly changed---simplified---thareampl
design. The sampling design for the 2007 survey was random sampling within strata
defined by state. Feedback from respondents about the 2006 survey (mailed late May
2007) indicated that mailing the survey earlier in the year, prior to the nhajmps

season and during tax time, would be better. In order for the surveys to be mailed by m
March, the active/inactive strata from the 2006 survey had to be dropped since the prior
year’s landings data on which the strata are based is not consistentlglavayl¢hen.

Given that the response rate in the inactive stratum was quite high, no oversasnpling i
necessary, and hence dropping the strata does not create a problem.

In tune with our promise not to sample a vessel two years in a row, we created our
sampling frame for 2007 by eliminating vessels sampled in 2006. We continued to
stratify the frame based on the state of the mailing address assodifiteach vessel

due to the management and political importance attributed to delineation by state. Wi
each state stratum, we randomly sampled vessels in proportion to each straigimts w

in the population. Since the 2006 sample was a random sample itself, the resulting 2007
sampling design is statistically equivalent to simple random sanmliugotal of 636

vessels were sampled out of the 1,915 vessels in the popifation.

The first two columns in Table 2 provide average numbers about operations, vessel
characteristics, and state of residence for the vessels in the population sand phe It
should be noted that the average revenue numbers in Table 1 for vessels with federal
permits differs from the averages in Table 2 for the full population becauseZlable
includes inactive vessels. As should be expected, the averages for the randarasampl
very close to those of the population. The only exception is the average revenue from
non-shrimp fisheries. Given that these average values are driven by a felw aetsge
outside the Gulf shrimp fishery, the discrepancy is not a problem. We conclude that the
sample is representative of the population. The discussion of the comparison of the
population with the vessels actually used in the analyses (column 3 in Table 1) will
follow in the Response Rate and Data Validity section in the next chapter.

19 A slight, ex post irrelevant, bias was introdubgcdthe fact that the 2006 sampling frame was indetap
at the time of sampling. Vessels that receivedranpp@fter the 2006 sample was drawn, slightly ax@0,
can only be sampled for the 2007 or 2008 surveys.

%2 The sampling design for the 2008 survey simplyuides all remaining vessels (permits) not previpus!
sampled. That way, each permit in the populatidhhsive been sampled once in three years.
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Table 2: Average Vessel Operations, Characteristics, and State for thati®apul
Sample, and Surveys in Analyses (2007)

. Surveys
Population Sample in Analyﬁes
# of Vessels 1,915* 636 505
Actively Gulf shrimping (%)2 73.0% 73.4% 77.6%
Gulf shrimp revenue ($) 144,873 144,182 162,650
Gulf shrimp landed (Ibs)? 49,020 48,359 54,447
Gulf shrimp price per pound (Ibs basis)® 2.96 2.98 2.99
Gulf shrimp price per pound (vessel ba::,is)3 2.87 2.92 2.94
Other shrimp revenue ($)4 8,631 7,853 8,975
Non-shrimp fishing revenue ($)° 17,696 14,276 17,432
Length 68 67 68
Gross tons 102 102 103
Horse power 507 505 502
Year built 1985 1985 1986
Hull material - Steel (%) 73.4% 71.2% 72.1%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 53.8% 51.3% 52.3%
State - Florida (%) 16.2% 16.4% 16.0%
State - Alabama (%) 7.3% 7.4% 7.9%
State - Mississippi (%) 7.7% 8.0% 8.5%
State - Louisiana (%) 24.9% 25.0% 26.5%
State - Texas (%) 39.4% 39.0% 37.2%
State - Other (%) 4.5% 4.2% 3.8%

! The total permit number was 1,932 but not every permit was linked to a vessel.
2 Activity in the S. Atlantic shrimp or the W. Florida bait shrimp fisheries is excluded.

% Gulf shrimp landings and prices are reported on a heads off basis.

4 Other shrimp landings and prices are not reported since the weight measures for different

species and regions are not always standardized.

® These averages are due to a few vessels with very high non-shrimp revenue.
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3. Implementation

Table 3 gives the timeline for implementation of the 2007 survey. Numbers following a
‘# sign are the number of surveys in the category described. We timed theutnaii

the survey to coincide with the low shrimp season and around tax time when business
records are being consulted and financial concerns are “top of mind.” The “déé&ailine
completing the survey was April 30, though extensions were always granted or
exceptions made if selected individuals called us and explained their situation.

To achieve as much consistency over time as possible, we developed an internal manual
to describe the basic administration and processing of the surveys duringeariceaft
implementation of the 2006 survey (the first time this data collection was conducted)
During the 2007 survey, we followed and refined these processes and protocols. One
major addition was that we started scanning the original surveys to argdatary of

digital images.

Table 3: Timeline: 2007 Survey Implementation

February, 2008 Sample (#636) drawn from population (#1,915)

February, 2008 SE Fishery Bulletin: Notice of federal shrimp data collections in 2008
March, 2008 Sent out selection letters and first full survey package (#636)

April 30, 2008 Deadline for returning survey

May, 2008 Sent out second full survey package (#189)

May, 2008 Calls to attempt to contact non-responders started

June, 2008 Data entry started, including final processing and call-backs to clarify
June, 2008 Sent out third and final survey package (#97)

August, 2008 Send-backs of incomprehensible surveys (#39)

August, 2008 Check on data quality (preliminary analysis with #376)

September, 2008 Stopped actively pursuing problem cases

March, 2009 Final processing and entry of late arriving surveys

March-April, 2009 2007 revenue data acquired (from external databases)

April-June, 2009 Data cleaning and descriptive analysis (#505)

Outreach

Given the number of data collections being conducted in the Gulf shrimp fishery in 2008,
we decided that a notice providing an overview might be helpful to Gulf shrimp permit
holders. In February 2008, a Southeast Fishery Bulletin was sent to all fediéral G

shrimp moratorium permit holders notifying them of and describing all the fetidea
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collections in the Gulf shrimp fishefy.Further, and similar to the previous year, we set
up a help telephone line dedicated specifically to this survey. Throughout the survey’
implementation, we answered well over one hundred inquiries from shrifdpers.

Implementation Process

The full survey implementation, including mail handling and processing, was conducted
at and by the staff of the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science Center. §rbuhazhte

student was hired to help with the mail handling and data processing and entry. The main
phase of the survey was implemented between March and August 2008, including
follow-up calls and all mailings. The owner of each selected vessel wastedndif least

twice by mail (excluding the Bulletin mentioned above) and, if not responding, up to four
times by mail and many attempts by telephone.

The first letter was a single page selection letter notifying thmneents that they had

been randomly selected to participate in the 2007 survey. It was quickly followed by t

full survey package containing a cover letter, the information material, tinectsns,

the two page survey instrument, and a prepaid, return envelope. In cases where the owner
(or any officer in the case of a company) had a Viethamese langusey#eme, we

included, in addition to the English version, a full translation. Respondents were asked to
return the completed survey in the enclosed, prepaid envelope by April 30, 2008. A
second and third round of survey packages were mailed to non-responding permit owners
in mid-May and at the end of June, respectively. At around the time of the second

mailing, we also attempted to contact all non-responders by telephone and urgéal them
return the survey. These calls had the further advantage of being a differerafmode
contact and, as a result, errors in the address information were discovered.

We followed our 2006 survey protocol to track and process returned surveys and to
manage and document telephone contact with respondents. After being scanned, surveys
were entered into an MS Access database on a form that resembles thenstmwaent.

Unlike the prior year, we built validation routines into the data entry progranimwhic
significantly helped to simplify things since processing and data entry couldaidber

same timé? If needed, clarification phone calls were attempted immediately and, if
unsuccessful, the record was marked as (temporarily) incomplete. A fadventage

was that the data processing and entry occurred much closer in time to the survey
submission than the year before.

The improvements to the survey instrument and implementation prosiggsficantly
reduced the number of incoming calls and outgoing, verification calls and mail, and

% The bulletin and other survey material are attdcsAppendix 3.

22 For details about the outreach conducted duriagléisign and first implementation of this data
collection please see the earlier technical menttnamn

% |n 2006, incoming surveys were checked for conepless and internal consistency prior and
independently of data entry. As a result, the earkiey, and especially problem cases, created more
instances where they were handled.

24 See the Design chapter for the details.
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increased the number of surveys arriving “complete,” i.e. requiring no or minimal
processing. Nonetheless, given the detailed, technical nature of the ecamweyc s
guestions, and this being a new data collection for all vessels sampled in theysarond
the survey, and in spite of the prominently displayed statement “Enter ‘0’ if you did not
have any expenses in a category. Do not leave blank!”, a large number of suliveys sti
had some type of missing entry, inconsistency, or other problem. Given the limited
number of follow-up calls that we could reasonably conduct, we continued to make some
basic assumptions that allowed us to solve more trivial problems without calling the
respondent. The most prominent example of this is the occurrence of empty fields in
otherwise good surveys. Respondents often did not differentiate between a response of
zero dollars (i.e. no expenses in this category) and an item non-response (i.e. not
applicable, refuse, or don’t know). Following our protocols, we interpreted blank &iglds
zeros if: i) a respondent did not enter zeros in any fields throughout the entire survey;
the number of blank fields was limited; and iii) overall the survey was caréfldty

out® This assumption, and some others like it, allowed us to concentrate our manpower
on incomplete surveys with more serious problems. Another check involved verifying
activity status or magnitude of activities by comparing the fuel and cost nimile

revenue numbers from the GSS database. For example, a vessel claiming to use only
1,000 gallons of fuel on our survey but reporting $300,000 worth of shrimp landings was
a prime candidate for a call-back.

Given the accounting framework of the survey, the hurdle for a returned questidonaire

be called complete is very high. No single blank field could be accepted on page 1 or on
most questions on page 2. We did accept some non-response for individual questions
deemed possibly too difficult to answer (such as vessel market values andadiepiec

But all other fields had to either be a positive number or a zero for the applicatien of t
accounting framework to make any sense. As a result, about a hundred telephone follow-
up calls were necessary to clarify and collect additional data to com@ettiined

surveys. In addition, another 39 surveys were deemed too problematic to solve over the
phone and were sent back to the respondents for clarification.

Once entered, all numbers in the database were verified by the authors todbie clos
$1,000. Further processing of the entire data set is described below in the satdion D
Cleaning. Finally, vessels that did not return a survey to us and did not offer asry reas
for not responding were deemed not compliant with the survey effort, and their
registration numbers were reported to the permit office. Vessels with inetenspirveys

or with an excuse for not sending in the survey were deemed compliant.

Response Rate and Data Validity

Response rates can be calculated in a variety of ways. In order to aktessrea
calculate their preferred measure, Table 4 presents the absolute numbehnsréspanse
and non-response category. The population at the time of the sample draw included 1,915

% This was a trivial assumption on page 1 of thestjaenaire, where all costs had to add up to tta o
question 9. If the total added up correctly, trepondent had implicitly assumed a zero value fgrtdank
fields he might have left. On page 2 the assumptias somewhat less trivial.
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vessels with federal Gulf shrimp moratorium permits. The number of moratoriunit per
holders was 1,932, though 17 permits were not linked to vessels at the time the data were
obtained, bringing the number of permitted vessels to 1,915. We sampled 636 vessels for
the 2007 survey. 50 vessels could not be contacted at all, while 10 vessels never
responded after we had telephone contact, i.e. they implicitly refused to paetiéipat

we would expect for a survey that is a requirement for permit renewal, no dample
individual explicitly said they refused to participate, and only a handful of respondents
were openly annoyed about having to complete the survey. If a permit was sold or
transferred, or a vessel destroyed or repossessed in late 2007 or in 2008, as was the cas
for 20 sampled vessels, we labeled the vessel as ineligible to particifatesurvey.

The old owner has no incentive to participate in the survey (and might vehemently object
having just left the industry), and the new owner is unlikely to have the necessary 2007
financial records. Further, despite our best efforts, we were unable to coftplete

surveys through call-backs or send-backs. These were labeled permanentlyléie’

Table 4. Counts for Response Rate Calculations and Reasons for Non-Response (2007)
Count Comments

Permits 1,932 Only 1,915 vessels (afew permits are not linked to vessels)

Sample 636

No Contact 50 Noresponse. Contact information often incorrect and disconnected

"Refused" 10 Telephone contact established, but survey never received

Ineligible 20 Vessels repossessed or transferred during late 2007 or in 2008

Incomplete 19 Call-back/send-back unsuccessful; including oil sector vessels,
recreational craft, vessels leased out, research work, etc.

Complete 537 Raw response rate: 84.4%

Dropped -32 Inconsistent or implausible numbers (across databases)

In Analyses 505

The category of ‘No contact’ was significantly higher in 2007 than in 2006, both in
absolute terms (50 vs. 16) and in relative terms (7.9% vs. 2.8%). Caution is warranted
interpreting this difference, since there are at least three reasongghaexplain it.

First, the contact information in the sampling frame had “aged” by the time the 2007
sample was drawn compared to the 2006 draw. Second, given our experience with the
very last of the 2006 surveys we acquired---which were generally of a loycurad

needed much additional effort to clean up (if it was possible at all)---wesdxXess

effort toward the very end of the 2007 survey and stopped actively pursuing non-
respondents much sooner than the year before. Finally, the Gulf shrimp industry was

% Two of these vessels were active in the oil sesviadustry and were not fishing vessels, andghirire
more appropriate to label these surveys as notcaiyb or ineligible.
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already suffering in 2006 and continued to suffer in 2007 (and into 2008 when the 2007
survey was conducted). Hence it is likely that some shrimpers had given up on the
industry for good. Given the prior two confounding factors, it is not clear if and how
much of our increased non-response might be due to the last féason.

The remaining 537 surveys were deemed complete, leading to a raw respop$e rat
84.4%78 Sixty vessels, 9.3%, were uncooperative, and up to 50 of those possibly never
received the survey due to bad contact information. For the purpose of the financial
analyses reported in the next chapter, another 32 complete surveys had to be dropped
from the analyse®. The final number of surveys used in the analyses is 505.

Among the 505 surveys used in the analy8&888 are from vessels active in the Gulf
shrimp fishery in 2007. Turning back to column 4 of Table 1, we can see that these 388
vessels accounted for 22.6% of tb&al 2007 Gulf shrimp revenues, and just over 29%

of the revenue generated by all federally permitted boats. This ieslitett while the

data are a sample, they do account for a very substantial fraction of the toteyjndus
which in turn should reflect well on the validity of the results. The reason the irsagaly
vessels have somewhat higher average landings and revenue than alyfpderatted
vessels is explained below in the context of Table 2. The fact that the price per pound of
shrimp is similar is more meaningful in this case.

Next, we look at how representative the surveys used in the analyses are oiplee sa

and, in turn, how representative the sample is of the population of permit holders. Based
on the most up-to-date numbers of revenue (May 2008), the three columns in Table 2
present vessel averages and a break-up by state of: i) the vessels inalhsoactation

of moratorium permit holders (1,915); ii) the vessels in the sample (636); and iii) the
vessels in the analyses (505).

Overall, we can state that the in-analyses vessels are represesftiteysample and of
the population. The average vessel characteristics are all veryrsasila the average
price of shrimp received. The distributions across the state strata shominery
variation, with Alabama and Mississippi vessels being very slightly qguesented at
the cost of Texas and non-Gulf state vessels (label: State - Other).dntpgecterms,
the non-Gulf state vessels are underrepresented by 16%. But because maseg of the
vessels are not engaged in Gulf shrimping, or any shrimping for that natdats is
deemed inconsequential for current purposes.

27 A better source of information on shrimpers legvine industry (that will soon be available) is the
number of permits that are allowed to permanestigninate, which occurs one year after the expinatio
date of the permit.

% Many other survey efforts would have counted ttmoimplete surveys as well, given that most bugfiot
of their fields are filled. In this case, the ra@gponse rate would be 87.4%. The authors’ prefenesasure
of response, the number of completed surveys (8%i)ed by the eligible sample (616), is 87.2%.

2 This issue is discussed further in the Data Cleaaéction.

% These surveys or vessels are referred to througheuest of this document and the tables as “in-
analyses” surveys or vessels.
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Yet in Table 2, the average shrimp revenues and landings do not match particeilarly w
for vessels in the analyses and the sample. While the average Gulf shrimp revenue i
$144,182 per vessel for the sample and nearly the same for the full population, it rises to
$162,650 among the vessels in the analyses. Landings behave similarly. One explanati
is that active vessels are overrepresented among the in-analysé¢s cessgrising

77.6% of that group while only accounting for 73% of the vessels in the sample and
population. Adjusting for the activity difference accounts for about half of the etiifer

in Gulf shrimp revenue, lowering the excessive revenue among in-analysds fresse

13% to 7%.

The difference in average revenue between the sample and the in-analysesnvessels
Table 2 can be further explained by looking at Table 5. We can see that 61.6% of the 97
sampled vessels for which we do not have a survey (labeled Non-Response in Table 5)
were active. We found this to be unexpectedly high, since we thought inactive vessels
would dominate our non-response categories. Yet these vessels averaged $90,470 from
Gulf shrimping whereas vessels in the analyses averaged $162,650. On a final note, non-
response was significantly higher among vessels from states outsidalfta@dsTexas.

We note, that by dropping the 34 surveys with questionable revenue or cost data, we
seem to be introducing even more bias toward larger operations with higher Guif shrim
revenues. The average is only $18,898 for these dropped vessels versus $162,650 among
those included in the analyses. Even accounting for the different level ofyac¢hieit

large discrepancy does not disappear. This further explains the upward bias on revenue
for in-analyses vessels in Tablé'2.

Overall, we believe the data to be representative of the population of intetgsbaeed
with the analyses without any adjustments or weighting of the observations. In other
words, we maintain the assumption that each vessel in the population had the same
probability of being included in the survey and, at the next step, to have the same
probability of being included in the analys8s.

3L A further reason for the higher revenue numbersranihe in-analyses vessels is discussed in the
Additional Data: Revenue section later in this ¢bap

32 Only for extrapolations to the full population (ass active and inactive boats) do we recommeriddgak
account of the slight differences in activity leveletween the final population of federal Gulf sipi
moratorium permit holders and the results fromahelyses.
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Table 5: Average Vessel Operations, Characteristics, and State for NmonBes

Vessels, Dropped Surveys (due to incomplete or questionable responses), and Surveys in

Analyses (2007)

NonResporse Q00 Sl
# of Vessels 97 34 505
Actively Gulf shrimping (%)" 61.6% 43.8% 77.6%
Gulf shrimp revenue (%) 90,470 18,898 162,650
Gulf shrimp landed (Ibsy 30,940 6,174 54,447
Gulf shrimp price per pound (Ibs basis)? 292 3.06 2.99
Gulf shrimp price per pound (vessel basis)2 2.79 3.01 2.94
Other shrimp revenue ($)° 4,667 0 8,975
Non-shrimp fishing revenue ($)* 1,566 3,788 17,432
Length 67 63 68
Gross tons 101 89 103
Horse power 520 511 502
Year built 1,983 1,983 1,986
Hull material - Steel (%) 69.7% 62.5% 72.1%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 46.5% 50.0% 52.3%
State - Florida (%) 14.1% 28.1% 16.0%
State - Alabama (%) 3.0% 12.5% 7.9%
State - Mississippi (%) 5.1% 9.4% 8.5%
State - Louisiana (%) 21.2% 12.5% 26.5%
State - Texas (%) 49.5% 34.4% 37.2%
State - Other (%) 7.1% 3.1% 3.8%

! Activity in the S. Atlantic shrimp or the W. Florida bait shrimp fisheries is excluded.

2 Gulf shrimp landings and prices are reported on a heads off basis.

® Other shrimp landings and prices are not reported since the weight measures for different
species and regions are not always standardized.

* These averages are due to a few vessels with very high non-shrimp revenue.

Data Cleaning

After data entry and entry verification, the data set was tested in &xd&AS for

internal consistency and for consistency with external databases. Inaunssteds

were given a closer look, including calling the respondent if necessary. § iata

possible to resolve the problem (or have reasonable faith that there was no ptioblem)
record was dropped from the data set used for the analyses. As mentioned in the last
section, 34 completed surveys were dropped in this manner. The primary reason was
major inconsistency between the cost numbers collected by the survey and the revenue
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numbers reported by the GSS, an issue more fully explored in the next sectiamsin ter
of shrimp revenue, the dropped vessels were on average not representative gblhe sam
(Table 5). The rest of this section discusses the estimation of some misaeggwehin

the otherwise complete records.

Since financial statements must “add up” or “balance,” missing values could not be
tolerated in any observation used in the analyses. If acquiring the missindroaiube
respondent was not possible, the record was not used in the financial analyses.
Exceptions were made for the vessel market value and depreciation vatratites

absence of a vessel sales transaction, the former value is a theestiticate by the
respondent, and as such, a non-response is a valid response (unlike, for instance, purchase
price which is an existing fact, but for the rare occasion when a vesselnsagizegift).

As for the latter, after repeated attempts, it was decided that dejore@abo technical

a concept to explain over the phone. In both cases, the missing values were estimated
with the help of regression analysis on the rest of the dataAetessel's market value

with permit was regressed on its purchase price, vessel characténstieding age),

and a “dummy” variable to differentiate vessels in the state of Texasviessels in other
states’* The 54 missing market values (among 537 otherwise complete records) were
then predicted using the regression results. An equivalent approach was used to predict
the 85 missing values for depreciation.

During the survey design it was decided to ask a single simple question suriming a
dollar expenditures on vessel and gear maintenance, repair, replacement, and new
investment. A follow-up question consisting of check-all-that-apply check beked a
about the occurrence of particular categories of these activitiesupattianaintenance

or regular repairs, major repair or haul-out, and new purchase or upgradgré&sireg

the total dollar expenditures of each vessel on three dummy variables for maiaetenanc
major repair, and new investment, we were able to estimate the averasequc
breakup of these costs across the three catedbries.

Finally, in order to compare vessels owned by owner-operators and those owned by
absentee owners who hire captains to run their vessels, the value of the owner®perator
labor as captain must be estimated and added as an additional crew expensesé)therwi
owner-operated vessels will seem too profitable since a substantial irgptitant

production process, the captain’s labor time, would not be cotihSidce a substantial

part of the owner-operated vessels reported paying their owner an expligihapt

share, a regression approach could again be used to estimate the captain’s giuae fo

% To maintain consistency with the analyses on B@2iata, the same models with the same variables
were used for the current analyses. Only the passevere re-estimated based on the 2007 data.

3 OLS; n=483; B=0.59. More details on this and other regressiamsb® found in Appendix 4.

%5 0LS; n=452; B=0.54. More details on this and other regressiamsb® found in Appendix 4.

% 0LS, n=402 (we limited ourselves to active Gulfistip vessels with non- zero repair expenses todavoi
some counterintuitive results generated by all pkati®ns); B=0.058. More details on this and other
regressions can be found in Appendix 4. Once thampeaters are estimated, a bit of math is needed to
derive the average breakup of the cost.

37 A similar problem occurs and cannot be correctedtfe few, mostly Vietnamese-American owned
vessels, where the wife (or other family memberjksa@s unpaid crew.
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owner-operated vessels that did not report this value. Given that labor compensation is
usually tied closely to the time spent working, it is not surprising that the besttprexfi
the captain’s share is the crew share, i.e. the amount paid to crew plusaatédnst

Additional Data: Revenue

In general, the survey focused on the collection of annual cost data and did not collect
shrimp revenue. As a result, the commercial fishing revenue data used in thesanalys
comes from a variety of other data collection efforts. Gulf shrimp revemagsoainds

are from the Gulf Shrimp System (GSS) database as maintained by the Southea
Fisheries Science Center’s laboratory in Galveston, Texas. The GSSsdatda
compilation of dealer reported data that comes from State trip tickets dadréparts
collected by port agents. It attempts to collect comprehensive trip leaeb&ulf of
Mexico shrimp landings and prices, by shrimp size and species. Most landings in this
database, especially for the larger offshore vessels covered by this capdye assigned
to an individual vessel based on the vessel's U.S. Coast Guard or state r@gistrati
number®

These vessel identifiers were also used to query other commerciay fishiebases
throughout the southeast to find as many other revenue sources for these vessels as
possible. Other databases include: i) the southeast fishery logbook system,anvbish ¢

the majority of federally managed species in the southeast other than shriognmc

South Atlantic snapper-grouper, Gulf of Mexico reef fish, southeast coastatanygra
pelagics (mackerels), Atlantic dolphin/wahoo, and sharks; ii) the trip ticketgonsgof

the various Gulf and Atlantic Stafsand iii) the data collections by the NMFS

Northeast Fisheries Science CerffeQuestion 15 on the survey also elicited the total
revenue from commercial fishing other than shrimp, and simply adding the revemue fr
the other databases would probably lead to double counting. We decided to always keep
the higher value of revenue reported in question 15 or the sum of revenue in non-shrimp
databases for each vessel.

3 OLS; n=55; B=0.55. More details on this and other regressiamsbe found in Appendix 4. The small
sample size and limited’Raise questions about using these estimates. Maconsistency checks indicate
that the general range of the estimates, espeaialyaged across a large number of vessels, ajpjteane
reasonable in 2006. Applying the same processg80a@ data generated less convincing results, but fo
comparability reasons, we maintained this apprdechow. Estimating the “opportunity cost of time,”
which this exercise amounts to, is a complex andmdiscussed topic in the economic literature aresg
well beyond this simple descriptive analysis.

% The exceptions are “consolidated records” within &SS. Some dealers report minor landings from
multiple boats consolidated into a single recondthese cases, the landings cannot be assignesptcHic
boat.

% Florida state trip tickets for food shrimp on #wst coast (i.e., S. Atlantic) as well as baitraprand
non-shrimp species on both coasts; and Stateckipts for Georgia, South Carolina, and North Gaeol

(as maintained by the Atlantic Coastal Cooperdftatistics Program (ACCSP)). The biggest knownigap
revenue from the Texas bait shrimp fishery.

“IAs consolidated by ACCSP databases for the NewaBdghnd Mid-Atlantic States (which contain State
trip ticket data for States with such programshiose regions). Of particular importance is the rttta
scallop fishery, where some vessels with federdl Suimp permits are active.
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In the course of the survey implementation, due to a misunderstanding of question 15, a
substantial minority of respondents revealed their total shrimp revenues to us. The
respondent-supplied numbers were usually greater than the “equivalent” revenue
numbers generated with the help of the GSS database. It was decided that the
respondent’s numbers probably were a better reflection of reality. As § sésumhp

revenues (and landings on a proportional basis) were adjusted upward for a group of
vessels in the analyses, thereby introducing an upward bias in the average reve
numbers. This selective upward adjustment to the revenue and landing of somervessels
the analysesan at least partly explain the differences in these variables observed i
Table 1 and Table 2 between averages for in-analyses vessels and all fedemétiiggpe
vessels and for in-analyses vessels and sampled vessels, respectively.
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4. Results for 2007

Financial information for individual respondents is confidential. Hence, datatealleyg

the survey can be released only as summary statistics. There are meneyphfiays of
summarizing data and reporting it for different groups. In light of this, the repott mus
strike a balance between reporting low level summary statistics, stioh mgans of the
answers to the survey questions, and more advanced statistics derived fromdagraw
such as a mean rate of return. With the hope of satisfying as many audiencetbes poss
this technical memorandum will concentrate on the former and report onlytedimi
number of derived statistics. The detail provided in the appendices, together with the
documentation throughout this report, should enable the readers to answer many
guestions by constructing the necessary measures themselves.

The results are basic descriptive statistics---mostly arithmegans---of the financial
and non-financial data. They are presented in a standardized table formakshatssel
characteristics and operations to simple balance sheet, cash flow, and iraiemerss.
Basic summary statistics are provided and discussed in the text for tHeeadtéle. all
permitted vessels), ti&ulf shrimpfleet (i.e. excluding permitted vessels engaged solely
in other fisheries), for thactiveGulf shrimp fleet (i.e. further excluding idle, broken, or
otherwise inactive vessels), and for the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet (i.e. itleséroken,
or otherwise inactive vessels). Further results (limited to means) aréegepoan
appendix for various categories of shrimp vessels, including those groupetebista
vessel characteristics, by landings volume, by survey quality, and by onpnstrsicture.
The next chapter provides a comparison of results for 2007 and 2006.

Standardized Data Presentation

This report standardizes the presentation of the financial and economic grsdksl by
the annual report format. The trio of financial statements discussed in tiga Diespter
gives a comprehensive overview of the financial and economic situation of a preducti
enterprise such as owning and operating a shrimp vessel. Here the basiotits
result-tables is explained, and quality, caveats, and idiosyncrasies &sbatia each
data field are discussed. The general explanations and caveats discussed yhayeabppl
equivalent data fields and variables throughout the report. They will not be cepeate
the discussion of each table, unless especially and specifically relevant to the
conclusion(s) drawn.

Due to the concerns about confidentiality mentioned above, this report generatemfin
statements based on the arithmetic mean (henceforth referred to sirfgplgrage”) of

the sampled vessels or a large specific subset thereof; e.g. Texas Véhsealshese
numbers are interpreted as applying to the representative “average vétsel”
population (or a large specific subset thereof) the numbers must be interpretedjas bei
statistical in nature. They are estimates of the true (sub-) populatiogeverahis case,
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the numbers are mid-points of a confidence interval which includes the true population
mean with a given probability defined by the confidence level.

For example, the average fuel expenditure of the 505 sampled vessels included in the
analysess $83,658 (to the extent that the survey question was correctly answered and the
data correctly processed). When this number is used in the context of the awefage f
expenditure for all federally permitted vessélss an approximation or estimatd the

unknown true average for the full population of vessels. In particular, we estiittate w

95% certainty that the true average fuel expenditure of all vessels liesvkens

between $76,231 and $91,085, with $83,658 being the mid-point of this confidence
interval (e.g. Table 8).

As mentioned, each result-table reports survey results for a particdgogaor
categories of sampled vessels. The number of observations in each categ@y & gi
the top of each column and below its identifying IdB&lhe number of observations is
an important indicator of the validity of the averages reported in that a langplessize
tightens the confidence interval around the estimated average, while amplé sizes
often lead to large confidence intervals that reflect more uncertainty &leduti¢ value
of the estimated average. When the sample size is less than 50 observationsotee aut
advise caution when using the numbers. For example, when reporting by state, the
responses for Alabama and Mississippi have been collapsed into a single group to
maintain a reasonable sample size that is in the same ball-park as thesaesgfor the
other states. Beyond this validity aspect, the number of observations is useful as an
orientation point across tables throughout this report.

Most types of costs appear in both the cash flow and income statements. To avoid
redundant reporting and provide further useful information, we report the average dollar
value for each type of cost in the cash flow statement, and we report the ggrcenta
contribution of each type of cost to the total expenses in the income statement. The most
appropriate “point in time” that the reported balance sheets reflect is prabaignd of
calendar year 2007.” In contrast to the balance sheet, the cash flow statemeobiad i
statement summarize financial transactions over the whole calend20g&ar

Vessel Characteristics

The first section of each result-table reports the average vesssttehigtics and the
distribution of the vessels across the states. The data underlying these ranmbers
collected on the permit application and were part of the initial sampling filataeset.
They are reported as context for the financial statements. The first bloaknbkrs

reports average vessel length in feet, gross tons, horsepower of the engine(s), and the
average year the vessels were built (from which the average age ofsbks vas be
calculated). The second block lists the percentage of vessels with steésolgposed

to fiberglass or wood hulls) and the percentage with onboard freezers (as opposed to
those that purchase ice to preserve their catch or used live wells in tloé lcade

shrimp) as well as the average fuel capacity. A third block of numbers gives the

42 Exceptions are Table 8 through Table 11 that afplysingle category each, and where the number of
observations is given in the table’s title.
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percentage distribution of vessels across the Gulf states. Note that thészsndonnot
always add up to 100% as the non-Gulf state category is not reported.

Balance Sheet

A balance sheet is a snapshot of the average vessel’s financial condition. Wee wish t
calculate the owner’s equity, which is thetworth of the company and always equals
the difference between the value of all assets and what is owed (thddgbilihe data
collection and hence the financial statements focus exclusively on trestiagv
component of any shrimping enterprise. In other words, we focus solely on thedinanci
flows directly associated with owning and operating a fishing vesseleHeacdefine the
balance sheet’s assets as the vessel including any fishing geed &éfit. Land-based
assets will sometimes comprise a substantial part of a fishing compganguctive
enterprise, but we purposefully exclude these assets in order to retain colityarabi
across all permit holders. Generating consistent summary statistasei@tions ranging
from small owner operated catcher vessels to vertically integratdtecqiocessor-
wholesaler companies would be diffictitFocusing solely on the fishing vessel is
facilitated by the common practice, even among larger, complex comparisgalty
treat each vessel as a single incorporated entity (such as an S-compovée use the
current market value of the vessel (with permit) as reported by the resposifdesttl
(market value of vesseljn the tables?

The balance sheet’s liabilities usually consist of loans from banks, ship builders, or
individuals. Any amount owed is summarized_aan on vessein the tables. Business
credit lines or homeowner debt are not included because these data were not collected
from respondents, and because these liabilities are usually associatedtmdne land-
based components of the fishing enterprise. In enabling a shrimper to “run hisfisines
they represent critical financial capital. But since land-based assetxcluded from the
asset side of the balance sheet, they need to be dropped from the liability salle as w

In conclusion, the balance sheets reported do not represent the average bathioée she
the actual companies involved in Gulf shrimping, but rather represent the value and
liabilities associated with their harvesting components only. The tottl\zase reported

in the balance sheets should be interpreted as a lower bound for the actuadebtal as
value associated with the “shrimp related business” owned by the fishédmear’'s

equity in the vesselor net-assets, was not asked for on the questionnaire, and hence is
calculated by subtracting the loan amount from the vessel's market value.

For convenience, several more items from the questionnaire are reportdasnintahe
balance sheet section of the tabf@gginal value of vessel (at purchase pricejomes
directly from the survey questionnaire. Based on the phrasing of the questiog nibtwa
required that the vessel was purchased new, and the purchase price migha reflect

43 A practical reason for excluding land-based agsetse fact that the necessary data were notjrand
some cases cannot, be collected.

44 0n the 2007 survey, we asked respondents for attimof their vessel’s value with or without perrtit
the shrimp industry, it appears that the value wehmit most closely resembles the value provide2i006
when neither setting was specified.
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recently purchased used vessel. Hence this variable reflects the capgtddriwethe

current owner only. Thanplicit permit value is derived by subtracting the respondent
provided market value of vessel without permit from the value with pér#fitof

vessels with loans self-explanatory. Finally, two percentages are given to inform the
reader about the fleet's situation regardinsurance coverage'® The first “% of

vessels” is the percentage of vessels that have hull insurance, while the second, “% of
assets,” reports the percentage of the fleet's vessel assets thatire@e wigh hull

insurancé’” The two usually differ substantially since newer, more expensive vessels are
much more likely to be insured as lenders often demand it as a condition of granting a
loan.

Vessel Operation

Before the tables turn to the cash flow and income statements, some context sdxut ve
operations is provided. The percentage of vessels actively fishing for sfirinep,

average pounds of shrimp landed (heads-off or tail weight), and the average price per
pound of shrimp (averaged across vessels) are derived from the GSS with some
adjustments as described in the Additional Data: Revenue section of the Implemment
chapter®® The rest of the numbers, including the percentage of owner-operated vessels,
average annual fuel use and price (averaged across vessels), and two measelres of
efficiency are either obtained directly from our survey or derived theredfefiogency
measures | and Il are pounds of shrimp sold and shrimp revenue per gallon oédiiel us
averaged on a vessel basis.

The price of shrimp, the price of fuel, and the fuel efficiency measwresatrs, and
hence differ from the purely additive nature of most of the other entries in thietadsde
and the financial statements in particular. When we “average” a priceférsnagtiite a

lot if we first derive the price at the vessel level by dividing the vessalEnue by its
guantity andhenaverage across all vessaisjf we first add up all revenue and
guantities across vessels, and then calculate the ratio of the aggregated Huartteers.
latter case, we have the average price across all pounds of shrimp, i.e. dvertage
price of a pound of shrimp caught by the fleet. In the former case, we catbelate
overall average price based on the average prices received by individubd vesse
regardless of the quantity each vessel produced. In this case, the importanselsf ves
that produce very little is equal to the importance of vessels that produce a lot when
calculating the overall average price. Since the nature of the resel-talthe “average
vessel,” these values are reported for the prices and fuel efficienaythexagh the
guantity-weighted measures are more useful for many applications. But inalike t
guantity-weighted measures, the “per vessel” values cannot be derived lfiem ot

4> As the only exception, the average implicit pervailue is based on fewer observations than theofest
the averages in the column. Observations were us#d if the respondent supplied both a value with
permit and a (reasonable) value without.

6 Only the first percentage is provided in Tabl@&ble 9, Table 10, and Table 11.

4’ Some respondents entered insurance payments tiagimecoverage levels (easily identified due to the
different magnitudes). Follow-up calls were conédcto collect the correct value.

8 Any shrimp, including food shrimp in the S. Atlanor bait shrimp off the west coast of Florida.

9 Technically, there are some very minor amounsshoimp measured in units other than heads-off psund
in 2007. Practically, the amounts are trivial aine prices are within the range of Gulf shrimp.
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numbers provided® In the result tables in the appendix, both averages are provided for
the price of shrimp, fuel, and the fuel efficiency measures.

Cash Flow

The cash flow section in the tables shows the average inflows and outflows of money
coming into and leaving the shrimp enterprises over the course of 2007. Three sources of
cash inflow are listed separately. Under the heaBimymp landings, all revenue

derived from selling shrimp is consolidated. Most of this revenue is generatee by t
catch and sale of Gulf of Mexico food shrimp, but minor contributions are also made by
S. Atlantic food shrimp and by bait shrimp in the Gulf. Revenue from any seafood
product other than shrimp is listed unt&m-shrimp landings.>* The third inflow,
labeledGovernment payments received (shrimp related)ists the government

payments reported on the survey questionnaire. The most prominent transfers are the
anti-dumping tariff disbursements to the shrimp harvesting and processingyndust
associated with the Byrd amendmeft®

The cash outflows are listed roughly according to their appearance on the survey
guestionnaire. The averages presented are the arithmetic means of &rs amsie
survey guestions. The expenses for the variable faétmisandOther suppliesare self-
explanatory*® Crew & captain (hired) lists crew expenses exclusive of any captain’s
share for an owner-operator. The cash outflows listedRegllar maintenance (vessel
and gear) ii) Major repair and haul-out, and iii) New investments and upgrades (in
vessel)are values derived from questions 7 a) and 7 b) on the survey, and more details on
this can be found in the Data cleaning section of the Implementation chapter. The
remaining expenses for the fixed fact@rgerhead (excluding loan payments)interest
payments made (on vessel loangndPrincipal payments made (on vessel loans)
once again are self-explanatory. FinaNjgt Cash Flowis calculated as the difference of
thelnflow - Total and theOutflow - Total. Net cash flow reflects the liquidity or

Yt is easy to calculate the prices and fuel efficiy measures on a per-pound or per gallon bagiglys
divide the appropriate (average) cash flow amoyrhb (average) quantity listed in the tables.

°1 See the Additional Data: Revenue section in thelémentation chapter for the various data sournds a
caveats associated with the revenue numbers.

*2 Antidumping duties (tariffs) are assessed on mfygoits of certain farmed shrimp from a variety of
foreign countries. The Continued Dumping and SupS€iffset Act of 2000, commonly referred to as the
"Byrd Amendment," provides for the annual distribatof antidumping and countervailing duties
assessed. The distribution is available to "afféd@mestic producers for qualifying expenditurds.part
due to lawsuits, it can take a long time beforeatieial payment is received by a shrimper.

%3 A couple of vessels also reported being leasedoouesearch or other work, or had income from-non
commercial fishing activities (mostly in the oilc$er services industry). In cases where this tyfdaame
did not materially affect the financial resultsasftive fishing vessels, it was ignored throughbig teport.
Surveys from vessels which incurred a large portibtiheir cost from non-fishing activities were desd
incomplete and hence do not influence the results.

>4 Consult the survey instrument and instruction8ppendix 1 and 2 and the discussion in the Design
chapter for more details on these data fieldshén2006 survey, ice was a separate cost categbryasu
collected as part of “other supplies” in 2007 duéd small magnitude.

%> Some vessels have arrangements with fish houseihey receive ice for free. To the extent that t
fish houses implicitly reduce the amount they paytfie shrimp to cover their cost, these arrangésnen
will have little effect on the net revenue numbeescalculate.
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solvency of the average shrimping enterprise and is useful in determining theeghort
viability of the vessels in question.

Income Statement

The income statement in the tables presents the (estimated) aveaageafiand

economic performance of the vessel type in question over the course of 2007. The
income statement first lists the revenue and expenses relatedpetating Activities,
which for our purpose is commercial fishilRevenue (from commercial fishing)ists

the value of both shrimp and non-shrimp catch. Next, the total opeEatpensesare
given. These comprise most of the same expense categories making up thexéash fl
Outflow - Total. Differences are the exclusion of expenses for Principalggagmmade
and New investments and upgrades, and the inclusion of expen&esgrfer's vessel

time andDepreciation. Because the dollar values for each expense category have
already been given in the cash flow, they are not repeated in the income istateme
Rather, the values are expressed as the percentage contributions to totalseXjens
expenses are grouped into variable costs for supplied &ndOther supplies), variable
costs for labor@rew and captain (hired)andOwner’s vessel tim¢ and fixed costs
(Regular maintenance Major repair and haul-out ; Depreciation; andOverhead
(excluding loan payments). The value of an owner-operator’s time spent working as the
vessel's captain is a derived value for the majority of (owner-operatedyatises and
was explained in more detail in the Data Cleaning section of the Impleroerdhaapter.
Depreciation comes from the questionnaire, but it too required some processing (also
described in the Data cleaning section).

Net Revenue from Operationdgs calculated as the difference betw&avenue (from
commercial fishing) and totaExpenses This is a measure of the true economic return
to a productive activity. More relevant to the owners of a company is the netieeve
before taxes, i.e. their actual “profit” or “loss”. This "bottom line” is akdted by adding
or subtracting the revenue or costs associatedNatiOperating Activities,
respectively. In particulatnterest payments made (on vessel loanaje subtracted and
Government payments received (shrimp relatedare added to net revenue from
operations. This results in the final numbéet Revenue (before taxes)

This standardized data presentation is adhered to in all result-tables. Thé genera
explanations and caveats will not be repeated in the discussion of each table, unless
especially and specifically relevant to the conclusion(s) drawn. Aslaxbie, below the
income statement, two valugsdollarsare presente@wner’s vessel timeand

Depreciation. These two variables are not part of the cash flow statement where averages
normally are presented. Because all the expense categories in the irademerst itself

are presented only as percentages of total expenses, the dollar value®ftwdhes

variables are provided separately for readers who might wish to constitucithe

measures and calculations.
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Categorizing Observations into Fleets by Fishery

The full set of observations in the analyses (505), labeled “total fleet” foeth@nder

of the report, includes vessels active solely or partly in other fisheriedsvasgee

solely or partly in the S. Atlantic shrimp fishery, vessels completebttivegg and vessels
active in the Gulf shrimp fishery. As a reminder, surveys for vessels$yctedr

gualifying as commercial fishing vessels were marked as incompleteeandtancluded
in the total fleet (see Table 4). To answer many questions, it makes senseaonmrk
homogeneous sub-fleets or sub-groups among the observations. For this purpose, we
assign each vessel in the total fleet to foutually exclusivéisheries, even though some
vessels clearly engaged in multiple fisheries in 2007 (Table 6). The assigwas based
on both question 14 on the survey instrument (“This vessel was active amd.the
reported revenue numbers collected from different fisheries. Sorting out tisenctse
contradictory numbers in different databases is a labor intensive process.

Table 6: Vessel Count by Fleet and by Activity in Different FisherieBAR0

Count of vessels reporting landings in:

Sub-Fleet # of Vessels Gulf S. Atlantic  Gulf Non- Other Non-
Shrimp Shrimp Shrimp Shrimp
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery

Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet 388 388 2 47 5
S. Atlantic Shrimp Fleet 13 - 13 - 13
Other Fish Fleet 14 - - 3 11
Inactive Shrimp Fleet 90? - - - -
Total Fleet 505 388 15 50 29

! One inactive vessel from North Carolina is excluded from the ‘inactive Guif shrimp fleet in all later analysis. This
vessel had such high reinvestments that it is very likely a vessel in the (very profitable) Atlantic scallop fishery.

Vessels that reported any non-trivial amount of Gulf shrimp landings in 2007 were
assigned to the “active Gulf shrimp fleet” (388). Among these 388 vessels, alsere
active in the S. Atlantic shrimp fishery, 47 in other non-shi@uiif fisheries, and 5 in
non-shrimp fisheries not in the Gulf (Table 6). The 13 vessels in the total fiedidha

not fish for Gulf shrimp but reported non-trivial amounts of S. Atlantic shrimp landings
were assigned to the (active) “S. Atlantic shrimp fleet.” All of thessealssvere also

active to some degree in non-shrimp fisheries outside the Gulf in 2007. Of the total flee
another 14 vessels were active solely in non-shrimp fisheries, both in the Gulf and
beyond. These were assigned to the (active) “other fish fleet.” The remainiregssels

were inactive in 2007 to the best of our knowledge, and all but one were assigned to the
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idle or “inactive Gulf shrimp fleet>® The “Gulf shrimp fleet” is defined as the sum of its
active and inactive parts, and consists of 477 vessels (388 + 89).

Overview of Results Presented

Table 7 provides a systematic overview of all the different fleets, stiradacategories of
vessels for which 2007 results are reported in this technical memorandum. Table 8
contains the (average) financial statements for all vessels whosesswetyjudged
complete and usable (the total fleet). Beyond the arithmetic mean for estileyahe

table reports the standard deviation, the upper and lower bounds of the confidence
interval (at a 95% certainty level), and the median. We also report theseasgm
statistics for three other sub-fleets that are deemed important, the @Gulb fleet (Table
9), the active Gulf shrimp fleet (Table 10), and the inactive Gulf shrimp flebigT4).
Note that unlike the four “primary” fishery fleets defined in the lasti@ecthe four

fleets listed here amot mutually exclusive. The layout of the tables for these three sub-
fleets mirror Table 8 (i.e. they include summary statistics), and thesreseldiscussed

in the next section. The rest of the tables (Table 14 through Table 22) can be found in
Appendix 5 and only major findings, as summarized in Table 12, will be discussed in a
section below. A comparison of 2007 and 2006 results is provided in next chapter.

The relevance of each table depends on the question at hand. Table 8 presents data for the
average vessel that holds a federal Gulf shrimp permit. Since these observat®ns w

drawn at random from the full population of vessels holding this permit, any

extrapolation or statement abmaissels with a federal Gulf shrimp moratorium permit

should begin with this table. In other words, while this sample includes, beyond active

Gulf shrimp vessels, vessels fishing in the Atlantic scallop fishery, and broken a

otherwise idle vessels, this is the best reflection of the actual statipefmait holding

vessels.

Table 9 looks at the averages for Gulf shrimp vessels only, excluding vesselSof the
Atlantic shrimp and other fish fleets. By excluding these vessels, Tabl&e® bet
represents the economic situation that the federally pern@ttédshrimp vesselare

facing. For example, Gulf shrimpers exhibit lower revenue and cost than the ndonbers
the total fleet indicate, as more active (and profitable) vessels in wherés do not
affect the results. Questions pertainingstaf shrimp vessel@vith federal permits)

should probably use these numbers.

Table 10 reports results for Gulf shrimp vessels that were active in 200bythere
excluding the vessels in the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet. By excluding idle and not
operational vessels, these numbers better reflect the actual revenue, cettjrartd r
actual shrimping in the Gulf of Mexico. Questions concerningtbduction process of

*5 Based on statistical probability and some secgnsianrces, most of these idle vessels are comnhercia
shrimping vessels. All but four were located in f&thtes. Of the four, three fit the Gulf shrimpfie. A
single inactive vessel from North Carolina had shigi reinvestments that it is very likely a vessahe
(very profitable) Atlantic scallop fishery. It wascluded from the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet thrbogt

the rest of this report.
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trawling for shrimpshould probably be based on these numbers. An example might
include a question about the amount of fuel required to harvest a pound of ¥hrimp.

Table 7: Overview of Tables with 2007 Financial and Economic (F&E) Results

Table Fleet Stat. Looks at by: Category Levels
8 Total Fleet yes - -
9 Gulf Shrimp Fleet yes - -

10 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet yes - -

11 Inactive Gulf Shrimp Fleet yes - -

14 Total Fleet - by Fleet by Fishery Other Fishing Fleet, S. Atlantic
Shrimp Fleet, Gulf Shrimp Fleet

15 Total Fleet - by State Florida, Alabama and Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas, Other

16 Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by State Florida, Alabama and Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas

16 Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Activity Status Inactive, Active

17 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by State Florida, Alabama and Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas

18 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Refrigeration Freezer, Ice

18 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Hull Material Steel, Wood, Fiberglass

19 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Vessel Length 0-49 feet, 50-74 feet, 75-99 feet

20 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Vessel Age Built: 1968-1979, 1980-1989,
1990-1999, 2000-2007

21 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Landings Volume 0-49,000 Ibs, 50,000-99,000 Ibs,
100,000-149,000 Ibs, 150,000+ Ibs

22 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Survey Quality Medium Quality, High Quality

23 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Ownership Structure Hired Captain, Owner-Operator

23 Owner-Operated Active - by Captain's Share without Share, with Share (explicit)

Gulf Shrimp Fleet Structure

Table 11 reports the averages for inactive Gulf shrimp vessels. The resultappliy t
shrimp vessels that conducted no commercial fishing, anywhere, in 2007. Due to the
limited sample size of this sub-fleet, caution is warranted when interprieéiag t
numbers.

" Any extrapolation of results in Table 9 and Tableshould be done with care! The numbers can
definitely not be multiplied by 1,915 (the permitteessel universe), since many of these vesselsoare
active Gulf shrimp vessels or even Gulf shrimp ekssThe most appropriate equivalent “population”
numbersmightbe 1,809 for Gulf shrimp vessels holding a fedpeamit (proportional scaling, based on
the survey results) and 1,388 for active Gulf sprirassels holding a federal permit (based on G&S8 da
Table 1). A future report will address the extrapioin from the survey numbers to the populatiomore
detail.

33



The result-tables in Appendix 5 report only the arithmetic mean for eachleafiable

14 reports averages for the total fleet by fishery. Results are also refjpo@dh sub-

fleet and by state in Table 15, Table 16, and Tabf® Even within the active Gulf

shrimp fleet there is much diversity. To explore the impact this diversitiytrhaye on
financial and economic performance, results are also reported foediffategories of
vessels within the active Gulf shrimp fleet. Results are reported by sarssel
characteristics (Table 18, Table 19, and Table 20), by landings volume (Table 21), by a
indicator of survey quality (Table 22), by ownership structure (Table 23), and by
captain’s share structure (Table 23 onsult the overview in Table 7 for the reported
categories and category levels and the table number of each result-table.

2007 Financial and Economic Results for the Sub-Fé¢s (Summary
Statistics)

This section discusses summary statistics for the total fleet, i.dl S@5ausable
observations in the sample. Discussions for the other three sub-fleets ar@ fortiose
results that materially differ from results for the total fleet.

Total Fleet

We now turn to the summary statistics in Table 8 as reported for the total fleet.

According to the sample, the average federal Gulf shrimp moratorium perdet hol

owns a vessel that is on average 68 feet long, weighs 103 gross tons, is powered by a 502
hp engine(s), and was built in 1986 (23 years old). For the entire population (firshcolum
in Table 2), the average federal Gulf shrimp permit holder owns a vessel thate$ 68 fe
long, weighs 102 gross tons, is powered by 507 hp engines, and was built in 1985. As we
would expect, these true population values are within the estimated confidencasnter
based on the sample. Just under three-quarters of the vessels have steel hulls and a bit
over half use freezers in both the sample and full population. Approximately 27% of
boats in the sample were from Louisiana compared to 25% in the full population, while
37% of vessels in the sample were from Texas compared to slightly more than 88% in t
full population.

The average market value in 2007 for a vessel in the total fleet is $201,154, about
$68,000 less than the original purchase price. The outstanding loans average $85,345,
leading to an average equity of $115,809 for the owner. These asset and equsty result
materially differ from those reported later for the Gulf shrimp fl€ee confidence

interval for the average equity is quite broad at fifty-five-thousand dolladsthe reader

is reminded that the total fleet encompasses a very diverse set ofamseralie median

*8 The sample size of the inactive Gulf shrimp fiegbo small to justify further dividing it into & state
strata.

%9 A survey quality indicator, low, medium, or highas assigned during the survey processing and data
entry based on the overall appearance and inteomsistency of the returned survey. Most surveygwe
assigned to the high quality category (averagebentietr). Surveys that appeared particularly sloppy,
rushed, rounded to a high digit, or involving maayrections were assigned a medium quality. Low
quality was reserved for a few special cases wiviete later processed as incomplete surveys.
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Table 8: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Total Fleet (n=505)

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

(in USD or unless noted) Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 16 66 69 69

Gross tons 103 51 98 107 105

Horse power 502 236 481 523 430

Year built 1986 12 1985 1987 1986

Hull material - Steel (%) 2% - 69% 75% -

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 52% - 49% 56% -

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,077 10,335 12,174 13,981 10,000

State - Florida (%) 16% - 13% 19% -

State - AL or MS (%) 16% - 14% 19% -

State - Louisiana (%) 27% - 23% 30% -

State - Texas (%) 37% - 34% 41% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 201,154 318,686 173,292 229,015 120,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 269,489 285,560 244,523 294,455 155,000
Implicit permit value 49,778 248,284 28,071 71,484 10,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 85,345 198,412 67,998 102,691 0
% of vessels with loan 46% - 2% 49% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 115,809 317,076 88,088 143,530 68,500

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 39% - 36% 43% -
Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 79% - 76% 82% -

Owner-operator (%) 47% - 43% 51% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 58,203 55,687 53,335 63,072 46,328

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 294 0.88 2.87 3.02 3.00

Annual fuel use (gallons) 34,945 35,682 31,825 38,064 25,882

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 245 0.31 242 2.47 2.38

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) 2.5 2.6 2.2 2.7 1.8

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) 6.49 7.00 5.88 7.11 5.20

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 195,839 198,397 178,494 213,184 147,809

Shrimp landings 171,625 168,687 156,878 186,373 126,484

Non-shrimp landings 17,432 123,108 6,669 28,195 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 6,782 9,369 5,963 7,601 2,273

Outflow - Total 201,620 187,545 185,224 218,017 153,463

Fuel 83,658 84,954 76,231 91,085 60,840

Other supplies 18,515 20,696 16,706 20,325 11,650

Crew & captain (hired) 46,335 59,144 41,164 51,506 32,943

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,063 38,620 15,686 22,439 12,000

Major repair and haul-out 5,359 21,763 3,456 7,261 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 13,899 20,083 12,144 15,655 6,700

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 5,989 13,468 4,812 7,167 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,695 18,826 7,049 10,341 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 107 297 81 133 0

Net Cash Flow (5,781) 90,013 (13,651) 2,088 (3,370)
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Table 8: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Total Fleet (n=505), cont

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 189,057 194,996 172,009 206,105 139,000
Expenses 206,507 187,828 190,086 222,928 164,681
Variable costs - Supplies 49.5% - - - -
Fuel 40.5% - - - -
Other supplies 9.0% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 25.2% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 22.4% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 2.7% - - - -
Fixed costs 25.4% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 9.2% - - - -
Major repair and haul-out 2.6% - - - -
Depreciation 6.8% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.7% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (17,450) 88,042 (25,147) (9,752) (9,711)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 5,989 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 6,782 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (16,657) 89,984 (24,524) (8,790) (7,868)
Owner's vessel time 5,647 9,180 4,845 6,450 0
Depreciation 14,031 25,833 11,772 16,289 2,590

value for assets, purchase price, and liabilities are far below the mean salygssting
the presence of large outliers skewing the distribution. The high implicit {peatue is
likely a reflection of a few respondents with valuable Atlantic scallop perirhts
median value of $10,000 probably is more representative of the Gulf shrimp fishery.

Turning to the average vessel operation in 2007, 79% of the total fleet is actively
shrimping for any shrimp, while 77.6% are actively Gulf shrimping (Table 23.i$ta

bit higher than among the population (73% for Gulf shrimp; see the discussion adsociate
with Table 2 and Table 5). This does not seem like much, but could have an effect on the
average revenue numbers and net revenue numbers in particular. Just under half (47%) of
the vessels are owner-operated. The average vessel caught 58,203 Ibs of shrimp (heads
off) and received $2.94 per pound. Note that, not listed in the table but easily calculated,
theaverage poundvas sold for $2.95, i.e. not averaged across vessels but across all
shrimp landings of the total fleet. By the same token, the average gallon whfuel

purchased for $2.39, while the average vessel paid $2.45 per gallon. We are fairly
confident in this latter mean as the confidence interval has a width of only 5T0eats

median fuel price is $2.38. The average vessel used 34,945 gallons of fuel and generated
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revenue of $6.49 for each gallon used. Analog to above, the fuel efficiency averaged
across all gallons used rather than across vessels was $4.91, signifisantiyte
signifying the almost trivial relationship that the inefficient vesasks more fuel per
dollar of shrimp landed.

Having looked at the vessel operations, we now turn to the average cash flow and income
statements for the total fleet during 2007 (still in Table 8). The average ifmbaw

shrimp landings is $171,625. On average, non-shrimp landings account for about 9.2% of
inflow from commercial fishing. Note that the median for non-shrimp landingsas ze
indicating that more than 50% of the fleet receives no cash inflow from otherdbrms
commercial fishing. In contrast, the median government payment inflow is $2,273,
indicating that over 50% of the vessels receive such payments. The averageftotal out

is $201,620 of which $83,658 is due to fuel expenses alone. The median fuel expense is
lower at $60,840. The expense for hired crew and captains is on average $46,335 which
indicates the importance of the industry as a source of wage income. The aetrage

cash flow is negative $5,781 but has a (very large) standard deviation of $90,013. This
leads to a broad confidence interval ranging from negative $13,651 to positive $2,088.
Hence we cannot state with 95% certainty that the average net cash flow of the
population is different from zero. The median net cash flow is negative $3,370.

Turning to the income statement, the average total revenue from commerangj fishi
operations for the total fleet is $189,057 with a confidence interval of +/- $17,048. The
median is $139,000. Looking at the percentage break-up of costs, we note that fixed costs
account for just over a quarter of operating expenses (25.4%); labor costs agcpusit f

over a quarter (25.295%:and the non-labor variable costs for just under half (49.5%).

The fuel costs alone accounted for 40.5% of total operating expenses in 2007 at an
average price of $2.45 per gallon. The average net revenue from operations is negative
$17,450, while the average net revenue before taxes (the loss) is negative $16,657. Both
measures of net revenue have very large standard deviations that produce large
confidence intervals. But in both cases, we can reject with 95% certainty thailpgpssi

that the true means are zero, i.e. we are pretty sure the population averagevis.nega

The medians for both measures of net revenue are well below zero, which indidates tha
economic costs in 2007 exceeded revenues for well over 50% of the sample. More
general financial and economic conclusions for the total fleet will berdimtihe “Key
Results” section below.

9 As a reminder, this category includes both thealatash costs for hired labor and, to a lesseregeg
(~11%), the estimated opportunity cost of ownedptain’s labor input.
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Table 9: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Gulf Shrimp Flee#7{)=4

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

(in USD or unless noted) Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 67 16 66 69 69

Gross tons 102 51 97 106 103

Horse power 497 237 476 519 425

Year built 1986 12 1984 1987 1986

Hull material - Steel (%) 2% - 68% 75% -

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 52% - 48% 56% -

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,041 10,355 12,110 13,973 10,000

State - Florida (%) 15% - 13% 18% -

State - AL or MS (%) 17% - 14% 20% -

State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 24% 31% -

State - Texas (%) 39% - 35% 43% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 172,554 168,555 157,389 187,719 120,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 265,548 274,361 240,864 290,232 150,000
Implicit permit value 23,158 43,947 19,205 27,112 8,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 78,250 154,735 64,329 92,172 0
% of vessels with loan 45% - 41% 49% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 94,304 156,255 80,246 108,362 65,599

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 37% - 34% 41% -
Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 81% - 78% 84% -

Owner-operator (%) 48% - 44% 52% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 58,085 52,196 53,389 62,781 48,226

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 297 0.88 2.89 3.05 3.04

Annual fuel use (gallons) 34,889 36,178 31,634 38,144 25,804

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 244 0.31 241 2.47 2.38

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) 2.4 2.7 2.2 2.7 1.8

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) 6.53 7.11 5.89 7.17 5.20

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 181,582 171,533 166,149 197,015 140,188

Shrimp landings 174,318 167,019 159,291 189,345 130,301

Non-shrimp landings 395 2,791 144 646 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 6,869 9,389 6,024 7,714 2,363

Outflow - Total 188,206 167,310 173,153 203,258 146,880

Fuel 83,236 85,921 75,506 90,966 60,509

Other supplies 18,035 20,349 16,204 19,865 11,500

Crew & captain (hired) 40,088 39,823 36,505 43,671 30,901

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 16,727 19,126 15,006 18,447 11,600

Major repair and haul-out 4,087 8,293 3,341 4,833 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 12,121 15,282 10,746 13,496 6,000

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 5,740 12,502 4,615 6,865 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,079 17,590 6,496 9,661 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 94 240 73 116 0

Net Cash Flow (6,624) 60,687 (12,084) (1,164) (3,456)
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Table 9: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Gulf Shrimp Flee#{f)=dont.

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 174,713 167,056 159,683 189,743 130,644
Expenses 192,708 167,070 177,676 207,739 156,137
Variable costs - Supplies 52.6% - - - -
Fuel 43.2% - - - -
Other supplies 9.4% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 23.7% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 20.8% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 2.9% - - - -
Fixed costs 23.8% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.7% - - - -
Major repair and haul-out 2.1% - - - -
Depreciation 6.7% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.3% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (17,994) 58,573 (23,264) (12,725) (10,460)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 5,740 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 6,869 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (16,866) 59,413 (22,211) (11,520) (8,119)
Owner's vessel time 5,545 8,924 4,743 6,348 0
Depreciation 12,870 20,897 10,989 14,750 2,377

Gulf Shrimp Fleet

Removing the 28 non-Gulf shrimp vessels from the 505 vessels in the total fleet has a
noticeable impact on the balance sheet values (TabBlerae average asset value drops

by about $29,000 to $172,554, while average liabilities only drop by about $7,000 to
$78,250. As a result, the average Gulf shrimper’s equity is only $94,304, over $21,000
less than for the total fleet. On the other hand, the confidence intervals, whibe il
narrow substantially. The implicit permit value among the Gulf shrimp fleet is $23,158
which is somewhat contradicted by the fact that permits are being altoveuninate by
their owners (in 2009, at the writing of this report). The median value of $8,000 is closer
to the anecdotal amount of about $5,000 for a federal Gulf shrimp permit.

Focusing solely on the 477 Gulf shrimp vessels has little relevant qualitativer@nthn
guantitative effect on the rest of the financial and economic results didéngke

context of the total fleet. The only significant difference is the much lovexage cash
inflow from non-shrimp landings. The average cash inflow from non-shrimp landings for

®> Table 14 in Appendix 5 also provides a side bg sidmparison of the means for the different subtdle
at the expense of the other summary statistics.
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the Gulf shrimp fleet ($395) is less than a quarter of one percent of the total réreemue
commercial fishing; much less than the 9.2% for the total fleet. The Gulf sHeetif

477 vessels generates an average net cash flow of negative $6,624; just $843 less than for
the total fleet. Yet in contrast to the total fleet the upper bound of the confidesrealint

is below zero for the Gulf shrimp fleet, and hence we can state with 95% cetttainty

the average Gulf shrimper has a negative cash flow.

For the Gulf shrimp fleet, fuel and other variable costs comprise a slighibr|

percentage of total costs, while labor costs and fixed costs comprise Siglatlgr
percentages than for the total fleet. Accounting for all costs leads to avertaggvenue

from operations of negative $17,994 and net revenue (before taxes) of negative $16,866
(the “loss”). The confidence intervals for these net-values are each about Hho€0

than those for the total fleet and entirely below zero. Again, we can stht@5t

certainty that these average net-values are negative for the Guip gleet. The median

net revenues barely differ for the two fleet definitions. To sustain such losses and
especially to survive the negative cash flow---if that is what they are-donmany of the
owners must be subsidizing their shrimp vessels with the help of other sources of income
or wealth.

Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet

The active Gulf shrimp fleet of 388 vessels excludes about 23% of the 505 vessels that
comprise the total fleet and about 19% of the 477 vessels that comprise the Guf shrim
fleet. In this case, it is somewhat more surprising than in the last sdwtdhd results

are quite similar, definitely from a qualitative perspective. This findingatds that the
results are robust with respect to noise and outliers in the data, and confirmsedun beli
the overall validity of the numbers. Again, we will only point out the differencsirat

than discuss all results.

The average vessel in the active Gulf shrimp fleet (Table 10) is somendet both
physically and “economically” than the average vessel in the total Gutisfleet. The
average asset value is more than $13,000 larger, while the average liabilitibsidre
$16,000 larger. As a result, the average equity of $92,041 for the active fleet igyactuall
about $2,000 less than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. Oddly, the confidence interval is
wider for the more homogeneous active Gulf shrimp fleet, implying a highatiga in
owner’s equity. Active Gulf shrimp vessels are slightly more likely to havara(51%

vs. 45%) and insurance (45% vs. 37%). The shrimp landings for the average active Gulf
shrimp vessel are 71,380 pounds, and the median is 66,186 posdsould be

expected after excluding inactive vessels, both measures of shrimp production are
substantially higher than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. Average annebl$e among

active Gulf shrimp vessels is 42,841 gallons; about 7,952 gallons more than for the total
Gulf shrimp fleet.

%2 Table 16 in Appendix 5 provides a side by side parison of the means, at the expense of the other
summary statistics.

% For those looking for inconsistencies, note thatdlight difference between the average shrimgepri
here and in Table 1 is due to the focus on just &uimp landings in that table.
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Table 10: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Active Gulf Shrimg Fe888)

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

(in USD or unless noted) Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 70 15 68 71 72

Gross tons 108 49 103 113 113.5

Horse power 527 244 502 551 464

Year built 1987 11 1986 1988 1987

Hull material - Steel (%) 78% - 74% 81% -

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% - 54% 62% -

Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 10,341 13,054 15,119 12,000

State - Florida (%) 14% - 11% 17% -

State - AL or MS (%) 17% - 14% 20% -

State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 24% 32% -

State - Texas (%) 40% - 36% 45% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 164,368 169,614 202,427 150,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 285,155 270,731 327,656 187,750
Implicit permit value 22,308 39,577 18,357 26,258 8,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 166,912 77,320 110,640 0
% of vessels with loan 51% - 47% 55% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 153,521 76,717 107,364 74,434

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 45% - 41% 49% -
Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% - 100% 100% -

Owner-operator (%) 49% - 44% 53% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 49,001 66,489 76,271 66,186

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 2.99 0.87 2.90 3.07 3.05

Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 35,637 39,284 46,398 36,878

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 243 0.30 2.40 2.46 2.37

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) 2.4 2.6 2.2 2.7 1.8

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) 6.52 7.09 5.82 7.23 5.20

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 222,753 164,547 206,329 239,178 185,119

Shrimp landings 214,256 160,436 198,242 230,270 178,121

Non-shrimp landings 451 3,065 145 757 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 9,784 7,070 9,023 4,726

Outflow - Total 228,721 159,711 212,779 244,662 204,032

Fuel 102,199 84,542 93,760 110,637 87,512

Other supplies 22,105 20,493 20,059 24,150 15,210

Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 38,700 45,405 53,131 43,887

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 19,546 17,529 21,431 13,765

Major repair and haul-out 4,702 8,827 3,821 5,583 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 15,996 12,681 15,874 9,119

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 13,546 5,539 8,243 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 19,073 7,794 11,602 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 245 77 126 0

Net Cash Flow (5,967) 66,499 (12,605) 670 (3,879)
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Table 10: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Active Gulf Shrimg Fbemt.

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 160,408 198,696 230,718 178,121
Expenses 234,340 157,874 218,582 250,098 209,345
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% - - - -
Fuel 43.6% - - - -
Other supplies 9.4% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 23.9% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 2.9% - - - -
Fixed costs 23.0% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% - - - -
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% - - - -
Depreciation 6.6% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) 64,120 (26,033)  (13,233) (15,274
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) 64,923 (24,958) (11,997) (13,089)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 9,463 5,845 7,734 0
Depreciation 15,520 22,238 13,301 17,740 4,409

The average revenue from shrimp landings is $214,256, and the median is $178,121.
Both measures are more than $40,000 larger than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. The
medians for all cost categories are larger among the active Gulf stheghpeixcept for

where they remain zero). This is logical when we consider that the activeh@mp

fleet excludes 89 inactive vessels with no or low costs in many categoriesedtzam
government payment rises to $4,726 compared to $2,363 for the total Gulf shrimp fleet.
Average fuel costs of $102,199 are $18,963 more than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. The
average net cash flow is marginally better at negative $5,967 for the activeh@Gulp

fleet vs. negative $6,624 for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. Unlike for the total Grithp

fleet, we cannot reject with 95% confidence that the true population mean is zero for the
active fleet.

Finally, turning to the income statement, the average revenue from comnfishtng

mirrors the revenue from shrimp landings due to the minimal contribution to revenue by
non-shrimp landings. We note that the percentages of total cost for variable bosts, la
costs, and fixed costs are essentially the same as for the total flebgthiatal expenses

are higher leading to a negative net cash flow from operations. Because thbaipyk
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of the 95% confidence interval is negative, the mean of negative $19,633 is stigtistical
different and less than zero. With a median of negative $15,274, a majority of vessels
generate negative net revenue from operations. The numbers for avenayenee
(before taxes) are very similar. As a last remark, we mention that tregaevestimated
value of the owner’s vessel time is $6,790 for the active Gulf shrimp fleet. Taking
account of the fact that only 49% of these vessels are owner-operated, the &lag
contribution (as captain) of an owner-operator is valued at only about $13,900.

Inactive Gulf Shrimp Fleet

Table 11 reports the averages for inactive Gulf shrimp vessels. The resultoapply t
vessels that conducted no fishing in 2007, i.e. were idle or broken. Due to the limited
sample size of this sub-fleet, caution interpreting the numbers is warrkstedd of
comparing the inactive fleet with the total fleet, we will compare thelt®of the

inactive Gulf shrimp fleet with the active offein the next section, this comparison will
be conducted for the key financial and economic results, and hence they will not be
discussed here. We concentrate on the differences in the average vessdridimsact
and among the individual cost categories in the financial statements.

The average inactive Gulf shrimp vessel is generally of a different beal¢hte average
active vessel. The average inactive vessel is 12 feet shorter, weighs 39mgdesd,

and is 9 years older. Less than half have steel hulls compared to 78% with steel hulls
among active vessels, and less than 27% use freezers compared to 58% among active
vessels. Inactive Gulf shrimp vessels are more likely to be from Floridanacid less

likely from Texas than active vessels. Owner-operators are less fredaentdr

inactive vessels vs. 49% for active vessels). As would be expected, the ve&sel mar
value and purchase price are significantly less than for the activeBil¢etince

liabilities are much lower as well (only $9,676), the average owner’s eqaityually
substantially larger for the inactive than for the active Gulf shrimp #4e34,171 vs.
$92,041). Oddly, the implicit value associated with the shrimp permit is somewtlgat larg
among the inactive group, though the median is less.

In the cash flow, the largest cash inflow is government payments at an avE$dge36,

while cash outflow averages $11,578. The largest cost categories are maintenance
($4,725), overhead ($2,721), major repair or haul-out ($1,406), and principal payments
($1,017). Fixed costs account for over 90% of the total operating costs compared to 23%
for active Gulf shrimp vessels. Vessels in the inactive Gulf shrimp fleetdngrage net
revenue from operations of negative $10,853, with an average loss before taxes of $9,841
(Table 11). With an average net cash flow of negative $9,485, the inactive Gulf shrimp
fleet has a major liquidity problem. The upper bounds of the confidence intervaicfor

of the net-values are negative, indicating that each mean is significamtlytlvan zero

in spite of the small sample size. The medians are negative as well. To sustdosses

and especially to survive the negative cash flow---if that is what they srg-dmany of

the owners must be subsidizing their shrimp vessels with the help of other source of
income or wealth sources.

% Table 16 in Appendix 5 provides a side by side parison of the means, at the expense of the other
summary statistics.
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Table 11: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Inactive Gulf Shriegt Eh=89)

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

(in USD or unless noted) Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 58 17 54 61 65

Gross tons 73 46 64 83 87

Horse power 369 153 336 401 365

Year built 1978 14 1975 1981 1979

Hull material - Steel (%) 46% - 37% 55% -

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 271% - 19% 35% -

Fuel capacity (gallons) 8,486 9,160 6,557 10,416 7,000

State - Florida (%) 20% - 13% 28% -

State - AL or MS (%) 16% - 9% 23% -

State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 20% 36% -

State - Texas (%) 33% - 24% 41% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 113,847 174,867 77,011 150,683 60,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 118,868 151,064 87,046 150,690 72,500
Implicit permit value 26,993 60,045 14,345 39,642 6,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 9,676 33,812 2,554 16,799 0
% of vessels with loan 18% - 11% 25% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 104,171 168,216 68,736 139,606 55,500

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 4% - 1% 8% -
Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 0% - 0% 0% -

Owner-operator (%) 45% - 36% 54% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 124 521 14 233 0

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 211 1.07 1.88 2.33 1.81

Annual fuel use (gallons) 222 683 78 365 0

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 2.64 0.42 2.55 2.73 2.58

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) - - - - -

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) - - - - -

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 2,093 5,105 1,018 3,168 0

Shrimp landings 206 815 35 378 0

Non-shrimp landings 151 859 (30 332 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 1,736 4,808 723 2,749 0

Outflow - Total 11,578 21,196 7,113 16,043 3,370

Fuel 567 1,738 201 933 0

Other supplies 291 1,182 42 540 0

Crew & captain (hired) 65 349 (8) 139 0

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 4,725 10,927 2,423 7,026 0

Major repair and haul-out 1,406 4,518 454 2,357 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 2,721 5,294 1,606 3,837 0

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 724 2,680 159 1,289 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 1,017 3,423 296 1,738 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 62 216 16 108 0

Net Cash Flow (9,485) 21,541 (14,023 (4,947)  (3,044)
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Table 11: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Inactive Gulf Shriegs Fcont.

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 357 1,167 111 603 0
Expenses 11,210 20,307 6,932 15,487 3,370
Variable costs - Supplies 1.7% - - - -
Fuel 5.1% - - - -
Other supplies 2.6% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 1.7% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 0.6% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 1.1% - - - -
Fixed costs 90.7% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 42.1% -
Major repair and haul-out 12.5% - - - -
Depreciation 11.7% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 24.3% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (10,853) 20,341 (15,138) (6,568) (3,370)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 724 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 1,736 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (9,841) 22,272 (14,532) (5,149) (3,044)
Owner's vessel time 121 587 ) 245 0
Depreciation 1,314 4,616 341 2,286 0

Comparison of Key Results across Fleets and Categes

Table 12 pulls together the key financial averages broken down by various categories
within each fleet. Each row presents results for one category of vedsel aveipecific

fleet, with tabulated entries from the corresponding result-table. Tablaslthésnumber

of observations in each category, the estimated average total assetsspéraverage

total equity, average net cash flow, average net revenue from operations, and @eterage
revenue before taxes, further referred to as “profit” or “loss.” All numbersxgressed

in thousands of dollars and rounded off to the nearest thousand.

The final two columns in Table 12 are simple measures of return. The economicgeturn i
calculated by dividing net revenue from operations by the value of total ass@tentic
return quantifies the fundamental or primary productivity/economic eaffigief the

shrimp production activity. In the abstract, from a societal perspectivepanraic

activity is only worth undertaking if its economic return exceeds the traetoapital.

In contrast, the return on equity is the primary concern of the individual owner. The
return on equity is calculated by dividing the “profit” by the total equityenily
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invested by the ownér.This measure describes the actual profitability of the investment
for the owner, and undertaking the economic activity is reasonable only if the satur
equity exceeds the return his financial capital could have generatetheis®Both
measures of return are expressed as percentages. Negative naakredased in
parentheses.

The general conclusion of Table 12 is that the financial and economic situation continues
to be very bleak for the average vessels in the total fleet, the Gulf shretypafid the

active Gulf shrimp fleet, as well as for the average vessels in most ofritnesva

categories within these fleets. Unlike in 2006, we find that most categoves ha

negative cash flow, and the net revenue from operations and the profit dropped further
within the negative range for basically all categories of Gulf shrimping.

The only Gulf shrimp sub-fleets that still managed a positive average casin 2007

included the Louisiana fleet, the owner-operated fleet, vessels with averagp s

landings of at least 150,000 Ibs, and, barely, vessels using ice and vessels lsamaiér t

feet. We would generally expect to find a positive cash flow. Commercial aperatith

a negative cash flow face an imminent liquidity problem. Unless they hav&sdoce

some outside sources of cash, they will be unable to pay their bills, become insolvent and
forced into bankruptcy, eventually to sell or lose their vessel and permit. Findingyeegat
cash flows for nearly all groups is a testament to the extremely dificahomic

environment the industry finds itself in. For some categories of vessels, inclhdsgg

from Texas (negative $13,000 to $16,000), those using freezers (negative $12,000), those
built in the 1990s (negative $17,000), and those operated by hired captains (negative
$22,000), the negative cash flow is so large it raises questions about the validity of the
numbers. On the other hand, if these numbers correctly reflect reality, we wpald a

further dramatic decline in effort and landings in 2008. This seems to be what the
preliminary catch and effort data for 2008 are showing.

The average net revenue from operations is negative in all cases in 2007, exbept for
other fish fleet not catching shrimp and for a small group of vessels landing over 150,000
pounds of shrimp (a category that is inherently biased toward high liners). Hence, the
average economic return to shrimping is also less than zero for all but theseups, gr

and the fundamentals of the industry are in doubt. Government payments just offset
financing costs (interest payments) and as a result “losses” (net edvefaue taxes)
generally mirror the negative net revenue from operations. Overall, amavetarn on

equity of about negative 10% on the substantial financial (and entrepreneapitd) c
invested in the average shrimping enterprise will lead to rapid consolidation and
shrinking of the industry.

% An alternative measure of return on equity cowlthpare the profit to the total equitgtuallyinvested

at the time of the vessel purchase. In a setting@fersible investments and ill-functioning capinarkets
this measure might be more meaningful than thereperted, which is more analytically pure, but pres
its own problems and biases. The reader is encedragcalculate his preferred measure.

% It should be noted that, for owner-operators,itivestment in a vessel might function more like an
investment in education, enabling an employmenbdppity that pays a higher wage than could otheswi
be gotten. In this case, the return on equity migha less important measure than the captain’s
compensation.
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Table 12: Overview of 2007 Financial and Economic (F&E) Results (thousand dollars)

€ 4 o
s 4 s oz §s £5 L1§f Ec £%
2 0 8§ 35 4638 3% S3. 22 28
5 < § 3T g gfs 8¢ o
20 2 W ©
Total Fleet 8 505 201 116 (6) @av) a7) (9%) (14%)
by Other Fish 14 14 1,164 891 118 100 90 9% 10%
S. Atlantic Shrimp " 13 202 61 (11 (30 (29) (15%) (47%)
Gulf Shrimp " 477 173 94 (7) (18) (17) (10%) (18%)
by Florida 15 81 123 69 (7) (16) (15) (13%) (22%)
Alabama and Mississippi " 83 245 138 (5) (29) (18) (10%) (13%)
Louisiana " 134 166 96 5 (13) (11) (8%) (11%)
Texas " 188 157 73 (13 (18) (19) (11%) (27%)
Other " 19 1,026 778 (8) (20) (32) (2%) (4%)
Gulf Shrimp Fleet 9 477 173 94 (7) (18) (17) (10%) (18%)
by Florida 16 73 113 69 (9) a7) (16) (15%) (23%)
Alabama and Mississippi " 81 247 139 (4) (24) (18) (10%) (13%)
Louisiana " 133 167 97 5 (13) (11) (8%) (11%)
Texas " 186 158 73 (14) (29) (20) (12%) (28%)
by Inactive (Table 11 as well) 16 89 114 104 9) (11 (10) (10%) (9%)
Active " 388 186 92 (6) (20) (18) (11%) (20%)
Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet 10 388 186 92 (6) (20) (18) (11%) (20%)
by Florida 17 55 136 78 (7) @av 17) (12%) (21%)
Alabama and Mississippi " 67 254 123 3) 27) (19) (11%) (16%)
Louisiana " 108 189 105 6 (15) (13) (8%) (12%)
Texas " 157 173 74  (16) (21) (23) (12%) (31%)
by Freezer 18 225 251 102 (12 (25) (26) (10%) (26%)
Ice " 153 99 80 2 (13) (8) (13%) (10%)
by Steel 18 302 217 100 (6) (21) (21) (10%) (21%)
Wood " 33 58 53 (2 12) (7) (21%) (14%)
Fiberglass " b1 89 72 (6) (14) (12) (16%) (17%)
by < 50 feet 19 48 67 60 2 (9) 6) (14%) (9%)
< 75 feet " 169 115 93 (5) (16) (12) (14%) (13%)
<100 feet A 289 100 (9) (26) (28) (9%) (28%)
by 1968+ 20 106 89 70 (3) (12) 9) (14%) (12%)
1980+ " 118 125 92 2 14 9) (11%) (10%)
1990+ " 83 250 134 (17) (30) (30) (12%) (22%)
2000+ T2 374 82 (5) (29) (36) (8%) (44%)
by < 50k Ibs 21 155 91 74 (19) (29) (26) (32%) (35%)
<100k Ibs " 135 180 95  (13) (28) (26) (15%) (28%)
<150k Ibs " 70 328 134 10 (4) ) (1%) (6%)
>150k Ibs " 28 384 75 63 34 34 9% 46%
by Hired Captain 23 199 202 97 (22 (28) 27) (14%) (28%)
Owner-Operator " 189 169 87 11 (11 9) (6%) (10%)
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Looking more closely at the rows in Table 12 for the total fleet, we note the mungr hig
average asset value for the other fish fleet compared to the shrimp fleatiss®dwe
other fish fleet's owners’ average equity is also so much higher, high net revenue
numbers (around $100,000) still only lead of a 10% return on equity. Some of these
vessels are active in the currently very lucrative Atlantic scallberfis’

In 2006, the S. Atlantic shrimp fleet generated an economic return of 25% in contrast
with the negative return of 5% generated by the Gulf shrimp fleet. In 2007, the
performance of the S. Atlantic shrimp fleet is equal to or worse than the Guatfpshri

fleet's %8591t should be noted that the small sample sizes of the other fish and S. Atlantic
shrimp fleets argues for interpreting their numbers as very rough “bélipdrcators

rather than exact numbers. More importantly still, our sample is not represeofall
vessels that participated in these other fisheries.

Looking at the rows in Table 12 for the Gulf shrimp fleet, we compare the antive a
inactive Gulf shrimp vessels. We immediately notice the substantiallyesraatets

among the inactive fleet and the much lower dependence on loans (as implied by the
higher equity relative to assef§)The inactive vessels generate an average negative cash
flow of about $9,000 compared to a negative cash flow of about $6,000 among the active
vessels. Once all costs are included, both fleets incur substantial lossepé@tions,
negative $11,000 for the average inactive vessel and negative $20,000 for the average
active vessel. The average inactive vessel incurs a loss before taxes 180000,

which amounts to a negative 9% return on equity, while the average active osssel |
about $18,000, which amounts to a negative 20% return on equity. To sustain such losses
and especially to survive the negative cash flow, the owners of these vessdde must
subsidizing their shrimp vessels with the help of other income sources or are consuming
their equity at an unprecedented rate (negative returns are also unsugtainable

When looking at differences among states for active Gulf shrimp vessbkls,IPa

indicates that the average vessel in all states exhibited negative naesmoin 2007.
Louisiana vessels are the only ones that report an average positive cash#&0006f

As a result, they have the “highest” average returns of the states, with izen8¢at

economic return and negative 12% return on equity. The Alabama and Mississigpi flee
(which are reported jointly due to small sample sizes) have the highetst assaverage.

Yet they generate negative $27,000 net revenue from operations, the highest among all
the states. Due to high government payments the Alabama and Mississigpioffdgt

have a negative 16% return on equity. Florida and Texas vessels have negative cas
flows of $7,000 and $16,000, respectively. Due to their high leverage ratios, each state’s

7 See Amendment 11 to the Atlantic Sea Scallop Fisktanagement Plan at
http://www.nefmc.org/scallops/index.html for manéormation on this topic.

% The probably unreasonably low return to equitgaiive 47%, is a result of the very high leveraaéor
among the 13 vessels in the 2007 S. Atlantic shfleg.

%9 A valid comparison of the S. Atlantic and Gulfisip fisheries will have to wait until this surves i
expanded to properly include the S. Atlantic shriiapery.

0 Leverage with respect to businesses is usualipet:fs the ratio of loans to equity (or assets).
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negative 12% economic return is amplified into a negative 21% and negative 31% return
on equity, respectively.

The relative performance of vessel categories in Table 12 based on vessekcistics
among the active Gulf shrimp fleet continues to defy simple explanation. In 2096, les
modern vessels using ice, vessels with hulls made of wood or fiberglass, vesdlels s
than 75 feet, and vessels older than 18 years generally generated a lugberiec

return than their more modern, ferrous, larger, and younger counterparts. We
hypothesized that the latter vessels were less profitable in an economoner@ant
characterized by high fuel costs and low shrimp prices. In contrast to 2006, in 2007 the
newer, larger vessels with freezers and steel hulls on average exhinigbea--less
negative---economic return than the less modern ones. Since the shrimp price dmprove
in 2007, this might have been to the advantage of the larger scale vessels focused on
volume production. Yet the “improvement” is only relative, i.e. in absolute terms the
performance in all vessel categories deteriorated in 2007. Finally, thenpanice

picture reverses again when return to equity is considered. Since thegéeleal

increases with the vessel scale, the modern, larger scale vessheiiste&hworst return

on equity’*

Vessels were categorized by volume of shrimp landed in 2007 as follows: less than 50
thousands pounds, from 50 thousand to 100 thousand pounds, from 100 thousand to 150
thousand pounds, and more than 150 thousand pounds. Cash flow, net revenue from
operations, net revenue (before taxes), economic return, and return on equity all improve
as the volume of shrimp catch increases (Table 12). For the highest volumethessels
measures even turn positive. The group of vessels landing more than 150 thousand
pounds consists of the largest operations and high-liners and has the highest average
assets and the lowest equity, i.e. they are among the most leveraged vhssatsitive
economic return of 9% is thus amplified into a 46% return on equity. Further, over 50%

of their total expenses were for fuel, and 71% were owner-operated (Tablle 2007,

only 28 vessels made it into this category (in contrast to 72 in 2006) and hence the results
should be interpreted with caution.

Table 12 also reports financial results for vessels operated by the ovpmeséraing

49% of the sample) and those operated by hired captains (51% of the sample). Reference
to the more detailed standardized information in Table 23 reveals that vessdiged

captains are somewhat larger and more powerful, more expensive and valuabége gener
more revenue and costs, and occur much more frequently in Texas. Owner-operators
exhibit substantially higher net cash flow (positive $11,133 vs. negative $22,208) since
they have crew costs of only $37,130 compared to $60,796 by vessels with hired
captains. This is not surprising as the latter payments include the compensation of the
captain, while the former does not. Yet we estimated that the owner contoblytes

$13,938 worth of his time as captain. As a result, the large discrepancy does not
disappear when looking at the net revenue and return results. Owner-operatead vessel
generated a negative 6% economic return and negative 10% return on equity compared to

" Details on the various categories can be fourithisie 18 about hull construction and refrigeration,
Table 19 about vessel size, and in Table 20 alyribavessel.
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hired captain vessels’ negative 14% and negative 28%, respectively. Even if we
somewhat underestimated the time value of owner operators (see below), thie centr
result remains that on average in 2007 owner-operated vessels did less bad than vesse
with hired captains.

The last two columns of Table 23 consider the financial results for owner-egberat

vessels where the owner is not explicitly compensated for working as thehcapd for

vessels that reported paying a captain’s share to the owner. Overallp thetyps

exhibit similar vessel characteristics. Yet differences in operatianslate into

differences in the financial situations. Vessels that paid a captainétshiiie owner-

operator are more frequently from Florida and---while catching the aamant of

shrimp---did so with less fuel and were able to sell the shrimp at a higher@ni¢ke

other hand, they also had higher crew cost and spent more on maintenance. Nonetheless,
they had a cash flow of $16,368; $7,119 more than the vessels which did not explicitly
pay the owner a captain’s share.

Once we account for all costs---especially for the value of the capl@iws--the
difference in the financial results somewhat narrows. Average net refrenue
operations for vessels which did not explicitly pay the owner a captaints whar
negative $11,808; $3,429 less than for vessels which pay a share. This difference might
be larger, since we might be underestimating the value of the owner-opstiaterspent
as captain for those not explicitly being paid a share. We estimated ageaveptain’s
salary of $12,543 for vessels that did not explicitly pay a captain’s share aalvessels
that paid a captain’s share to the owner-operator reported an average payment of
$17,8162 If we had simply used the average from the vessels with an explicit share
instead of estimating it with a regression approach, the net revenue numblees for t
vessels without an explicit share would deteriorate by a further $5,000. This would
exacerbate the difference between the financial results of the two graupsw, we
decided to keep the approach we used in 2006 to maintain comparability, but we will
have to reevaluate our approach in future years.

The reader is encouraged to explore the above mentioned differences in morg/detail b
going to the respective result-table. See the overview in Table 7 for the aptaopri
result-table. The first column in Table 7 also gives the table number for eaghosiyb

of vessels. It should be noted that the tabulated results are averages and hehee hide t
variation that clearly exists within all fleets. The large standaodsem the tables with
summary statistics make this clear. Many vessels are profitable abytathers are not.

2 Both the actual and estimated average valuefiéoowner’s vessel time are lower in 2007 compaved t
2006. In both years, the average estimated vaheeateut $5,000 less than the average actual values
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Comments by Respondents

Many written comments were received together with the survey ingttu@ethe

comments about the status and future of the Gulf shrimp industry the large majority
communicate a very negative situation and outlook. The foremost concern among all
comments about the fishery was the high price of fuel, probably due in part to the very
high fuel price at the time of the survey’s implementation (March — August, Z0ti8).

was followed closely by the concern about the low price of shrimp, frequently blamed on
imports. Concern about regulation was much less frequent, indicating the preensinence
the current economic problems. A number of respondents indicated they left the shrimp
fishery to work in the oil sector (with and without their vessels). FigureaWhekceived

as a comment, illustrates the content and feeling of most comments (both amitte

verbal) concerning the state of the Gulf shrimp fishery.

Figure 4: Comment on the state of the Gulf shrimp fishery (source: J. D. Ra¥swat
The disappointment and hopelessness felt by many in the industry is also appaeent in t
selected examples of comments below (edited for clarity):

“[1] could not afford to operate [the boat]; it sat and deteriorated.”

“The problem is all the commercial dockage has been sold out to pleasure [boats]; there
is no ice; and no place to sell shrimp; ...”

“We could not afford insurance in 2007. If something is not done, most boats will be
under this year.”
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“I really don’t know what will happen this year with fuel prices nearing $4. I'ige3#ts

of age and have had my boat since 1996. It's all | know, | just hope | can continue to do
what | love. Not get rich and don’t want pity. Just feed my family and make an honest
living.”

“Please help the boats that are left. Our family has been in seafood since hB40. | t
2008 or 2009 might be the end.”

“My prediction [is that] you are looking at an end to an old fishing industry. You might
even have to lay off some of your [government] personnel. There will be no catch to
count.”

“I don’t think anyone in their right mind would buy a shrimp boat these days, so the
market value would probably be zero.”

“It has become impossible now to make a living at [shrimping].”

“It seems this survey is late. Any help for the shrimpers should have come sbygoer. |
haven't noticed, most shrimpers in the Florida Gulf have already been forced to quit for
economic reasons. After shrimping as a boat owner for 23 years, | can’'t nnakg a |
anymore.”

“The domestic shrimp industry is over and it has nothing to do with over-fishing. []
Where was NMFS while the shrimpers slowly went bankrupt?”

“| started shrimping in 1975. This has been the biggest decline in shrimping | have eve
seen.”

“I am just about out of business because of all the implications by our government,
NMFS, fuel prices, shrimp prices. My boys love the fishery but they cannot take over
because there is no future in the shrimp fisheries!”

“[The management of the fishery] does not seem to give adequate thought of how to
bring new blood into the business.”
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5. Comparison of Results for 2007 and 2006

One intention of this data collection is to track the status and changes in tharauylf s
industry through time. 2007 is the second year for which this data have been collected.
To the extent possible, we attempted to conduct the 2007 survey identically to the 2006
one in order to ensure comparability of the numbers and results. Nonetheless, some
differences were made to the survey instrument and its implementation, ardehey
described in more detail in the Design and Implementation chapters. The 2007 survey
was conducted earlier in the year (March vs. May), and the sampling frggnevied (the
deadline for moratorium permits had passed, finalizing the population). The 2007 sample
was slightly larger (636 vs. 580), and no vessel selected in 2006 was sampled again in
2007, i.e. no vessel occurs in both the 2007 and 2006 data sets. The response rates, here
calculated as arrived surveys over the eligible sample, were 90% and 94% im@007 a
2006, respectively. The difference in response rate is entirely due to theriN@tt non-
response category which was significantly higher in 2007 than in 2006 (50 vs. 16 or, in
relative terms, 7.9% vs. 2.8%). One reason for this large increase in non-response
probably is the continued difficult economic environment the industry is in, motivating
shrimpers to simply “hang up their nets” and literally “move on.” Yet thispnégation

is confounded by the fact that the contact information in the sampling frame had “aged”
by the time the 2007 sample was drawn compared to the 2006 draw, and because we
stopped actively pursuing non-respondents much sooner in 2007 than the previous year.

For the data processing, cleaning, analysis, and creation of result, aveefbibur 2006
protocols and formats as closely as was possible. Occasionally, this involkgoirior
options that might have produced “better” results for 2007, but would have come at the
expense of comparability with the 2006 results. Table 13 presents the 2007 and 2006
results side by side for the active Gulf shrimp fleet. No adjustmentsmaate to either
2007 or 2006 numbers to compensate for inflation.

In Table 13, the average vessel characteristics and balance sheet raeffabvely do

not change from 2006 to 2007---neither in a statistical sense nor from the persplective
economic relevance (magnitude). This is to be expected due to the fairly lamgle sam
sizes in both years. Insignificant changes include a smaller number obubsdelsed
freezers in 2007. The frequency of these vessels decreases by 5 percentagiqroint
63% to 58%), but this difference is not statistically significant even at (ar99po
confidence level. Similarly, the average liabilities decrease by $10,617 in 20Qjv&ut
the high variability in the sample, this difference is not statisticailyiicant either. If

we restrict the comparison to vessels with loans, the drop in the average outdtaarding
amount remains statistically insignificaitSince the reduction in liabilities is greater
than the reduction in the value of the assets ($6,917), the average owner’s equity actua

3 The average outstanding loan amount for vessélslaans was $184,163 and $197,031 in 2007 and
2006, respectively. A drop in outstanding loankitivas significant---could be due to shrimpersihg
difficulty financing their operations, i.e. lessaaddly available credit. Alternatively, it could albe due to
no brand new vessels, which historically carry prtipnally more loans, entering this unprofitatighéry.
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increased in 2007 by $3,701 (which is not a statistically significant differefioa)ly,

the slight drop in the percent of vessels with insurance is not significant (not shown), but
the insurance level in terms of % of assets covered by hull insurance did degr8ase
percentage points, which is significant at the 95% confidence Tevel.

Major, statistically significant changes between 2007 and 2006 can be seen ansehg ves
operations. The shrimp catch in pounds and fuel use in gallons decreased, and the price of
shrimp and fuel increased, each at the 99.9% confidence level. While the sisajly r

price of fuel has attracted much attention, the effective price environmehefor

shrimpers substantially improved in 2007. The average shrimp price increased from

$2.47 to $2.99 per pound, a 21% increase. While the price of fuel also increased (by 16%,
from $2.09 to $2.43), the fuel price rise only applies to less than 50% of the costs of
shrimping compared to the shrimp price which applies to almost 100% of the benefits of
shrimping (the revenuéj.

Overall, shrimping effort declined in 2007 as can be seen by a 19% decrease ia.fliel us
Yet due to the rising price of fuel, this only led to a 6% decrease in fuel expenses. The
fuel efficiency in terms of pounds of shrimp caught per gallon of fuel used (fuel
efficiency I) dropped slightly in 2007, but the change is not statisticallyfisiggm. On

the other hand, we can be 99% certain that the fuel efficiency measured in terms of
revenue per gallon of fuel used (fuel efficiency Il) did increase in 2007. The divaula
impact on landings is a reduction of 30% from 2006 levels to 71,380 pounds in 2007.
Given the increase in the price of shrimp, average revenue from shrimp éellybi2%

or about $30,000. Besides shrimp revenue, government payments also significantly and
substantially decreased from $13,662 in 2006 to $8,046 in 2007, a 41% drop.

Expenses in most major cost categories remained statistically amoheically the same,
including fuel, other supplies, regular maintenance, overhead, and loan payments (and
depreciation, in the income statement part of Table 13). The only expenses thatare low
in a statistically significant sense are the cost of hired crew (by $5,%98086

confidence level) and the cost of major repairs and haul-out (by $2,131 at a 99%
confidence level). New investment---already very minor in 2006---is neaityia

20077 In other words, on average shrimpers were not able to reduce their total costs by
much from 2006 levels given the fixed cost nature of many of their expenses.

™ A confounding factor might be a slight rewordirfghe insurance question on the survey in 2007. See
Survey Instrument section in the Design chapter.

> Note that prices and fuel efficiency averagesadirm terms of vessel averages, not the overall
population averages (see the Standardized DaterRation section of the Results for 2007 chapteafo
more detailed explanation).

® Based on preliminary numbers, the annual Gulfspirg effort in offshore waters dropped by 12%
from 2006 to 2007 (James M. Nance, personal conmeatioh). This follows on the heels of offshore effo
dropping by 55% from 2002 to 2006.

" Note that the implied level of statistical signifhce is driven by the estimation and extrapolation
procedure which assigned (based on regressiortseattata) all the reduction in vessel and gear esgsen
to the major repair and new investment categoviessel and gear expenses in aggregate, as coll@cted
the survey, are probably not significantly differéd24,284 in 2007 and $27,373 in 2006).
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Table 13: Comparison of Results for 2007 and 2006

(in USD unless otherwise noted) 2007 2006 Significance
Mean Standard Mean Standard of difference
Deviation Deviation in the means*
# of Observations 388 386
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 70 15 70 13 n.s.
Gross tons 108 49 111 45 n.s.
Horse power 527 244 531 247 n.s.
Year built 1987 11 1986 11 n.s.
Hull material - Steel (%) 78% - 80% - n.s.
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% - 63% - n.s.
Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 10,341 14,184 9,836 n.s.
State - Florida (%) 14% - 13% - n.s.
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% - 16% - n.s.
State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 27% - n.s.
State - Texas (%) 40% - 43% - n.s.
Balance Sheet
Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 164,368 192,938 151,382 n.s.
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 285,155 300,185 264,471 n.s.
Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 166,912 104,597 182,610 n.s.
% of vessels with loan 51% - 53% - n.s.
Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 153,521 88,340 152,903 n.s.
Insurance coverage (% of assets) 64% - 2% - *
Vessel Operation
Actively shrimping (%) 100% - 100% - -
Owner-operator (%) 49% - 46% - n.s.
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 49,001 101,268 63,855 ol
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 2.99 0.87 2.47 0.70 ok
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 35,637 52,931 40,704 ol
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis) 2.43 0.30 2.09 0.19 ok
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis) 2.4 2.6 2.6 23 n.s.
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis) 6.52 7.09 5.68 3.32 i
Cash Flow
Inflow - Total 222,753 164,547 259,640 168,776 ke
Shrimp landings 214,256 160,436 244,136 158,946 ok
Non-shrimp landings 451 3,065 1,842 17,558 n.s.
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 9,784 13,662 16,711 ek
Outflow - Total 228,721 159,711 243,415 158,623 n.s.
Fuel 102,199 84,542 108,775 82,731 n.s.
Other supplies 22,105 20,493 21,986 24,035 n.s.
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 38,700 54,866 40,762 *
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 19,546 18,988 17,857 n.s.
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 8,827 6,833 10,160 ek
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 15,996 14,746 16,782 n.s.
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 13,546 7,140 13,936 n.s.
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 19,073 8,528 16,268 n.s.
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 245 1,552 3,919 ol
Net Cash Flow (5,967) 66,499 16,225 66,953 il

! Confidence levels: n.s. = not significant, * = 90%, * = 95%, *** = 99U, *** = 99,9%
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Table 13: Comparison of Results for 2007 and 2006, cont.

(in USD unless otherwise noted) 2007 2006 Significance
Mean Standard Mean Standard of difference
Deviation Deviation in the means®
# of Observations 388 386
Income Statement
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 160,408 245,978 158,302 i
Expenses 234,340 157,874 253,407 159,049 *
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% - 51.6%
Fuel 43.6% - 42.9%
Other supplies 9.4% - 8.7%
Variable costs - Labor 23.9% - 25.3%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% - 21.7%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% - 3.6%
Fixed costs 23.0% - 23.1%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% - 7.5%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% - 2.7%
Depreciation 6.6% - 7.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% - 5.8%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) 64,120 (7,429) 64,075 i
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 - 7,140
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 - 13,662
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) 64,923 (907) 66,718 kK
Owner's vessel time 6,790 9,463 9,138 13,113 e
Depreciation 15,520 22,238 18,076 23,225 n.s.

! confidence levels: n.s. = not significant, * = 90%, ** = 95%, *** = 99%, *** = 99,9%

Overall, average total inflow of revenue fell from $259,640 to $222,753, a statistically
significant 14% drop. In contrast, the average vessel was only able to reducagbtal
outflows by 6% from $243,415 in 2006 to $228,721 in 2007, and, interestingly, this
difference is not statistically significant. The average net cash flopped by $22,192,

from positive $16,225 in 2006 to negative $5,967 in 2007, and in spite of vast variability
(standard deviation) the drop is statistically significant at the 99.9% canédevel.

Turning to the income statement, we note that revenue, net revenue from operations, and
net revenue (before taxes) are all significantly lower in 2007 than in 2006 at the 99%
confidence level or more. In contrast, total operating expenses are lowey titeo®0%
confidence level. Net revenue from operations decreased to negative $19,633 in 2007
from negative $7,429. As a result the average economic return to Gulf shrimping (by
federally permitted vessels) dropped from negative 4% to negative 11%mder

“profit,” the average vessel fared even worse in 2007. The average loss iddrease
negative $907 to negative $18,477; the return on equity from negative 1% to negative
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20%. The negative economic return and the terrible return on equity---on average---
clearly are not sustainable in any industry. Note that all these resus@agtive Gulf
shrimp vessels, i.e. excluding results for Gulf shrimp vessels that wetiwenac2007.

Finally, we note that for the average vessel the contribution that owneresperatke as
captains of their vessels dropped significantly (both statistically @mbenically) from

$9,138 to $6,790 in spite of a slight increase in the percentage of owner-operators among
the 2007 sample. Based on Table 23, the captain’s share of owner-operators was $13,938
in 2007, down from $19,81% While part of this 30% drop is likely to be due to less time

on the water (remember fuel used decreased by 19%), the rest is likéhngpsskd

“wage cut” due to the extremely difficult economic situation.

Looking at the active Gulf shrimp fleet by state, a substantially diffgrieture emerges

in 2007 than in 2006. The Texas fleet---the sole profitable segment in 2006--- turned into
the worst performer in 2007. In contrast, the Alabama and Mississippi fleety whas

the worst performer (“doing terrible”) in 2006, now looks “middle of the road,” i.e. the
results did not deteriorate any further and even improved on some measures. The
Louisiana fleet, which was “middle of the road” in 2006, turned in the best performance
in 2007 (though still bad). In summary, most of the deterioration of economic
performance in the overall active Gulf shrimp fleet is driven by Texaslsegdowed

by Florida vessels. Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana vessels contribuged onl
marginally to the drop? Changes in the performance of vessel categories based on vessel
characteristics were already discussed in the context of Table 12eattléthe Results

for 2007 chapter; though no clear picture emerges other than the generatateiarof
financial and economic results.

There are no big differences for inactive Gulf shrimp vessels between 2007 and 2006.

Net cash flow, net revenue from operations, and the loss were around negative $10,000 in
both years. The return on equity actually improved a little from negative 17%adbwveeg

9%, but this is probably due to the much less leveraged nature of the 2007 sample (loans
as percentage of assets were 9% in 2007 compared to 29% in 2006).

In summary, the general conclusion of this comparison is that the financial and econom
situation actually deteriorated in 2007 from the already bleak outlook in 2006 for the
average vessel in the active Gulf shrimp fleet. As was apparent in the idistosBable

12, these results roughly apply to all categories of Gulf shrimp vess@30, the

average vessel in most categories was still generating a positive cashdkbmaking a
slightly negative economic return, and nearly broke even on a profit/loss basis dde in pa
to high government payments. In 2007, cash flow for the average vessel in most
categories is negative, and the negative economic return and the loss have further
increased to clearly non-sustainable levels.

8 Removing the possible distortion due to the edimaprocedures by focusing on the vessels that pai
explicit captain’s share to the owner-operator,gbeeral relationship still holds up ($17,816 i®2@s.
$23,150 in 2006).

" The economic return for the Texas, Florida, Laurisi, and Alabama and Mississippi fleets changed fro
+1% to -12%, -6% to -12%, -5% to -8%, and -11%ltb%, respectively, between 2006 and 2007.
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Interestingly, the effective economic environment in 2007 actually impraadwshat

from 2006 as shrimp prices increased proportionally more than fuel prices. A question
that arises is why vessels did not expand production to cover more of their fixedscosts
the aggregate economics seem to indicate that more shrimping would have improved the
bottom line. While this descriptive look at the data cannot solve this issue, we hazard
some possible explanations. A negative cash flow presents a major opeatdieh.

A diesel “fill-up” of an average Gulf shrimp vessel would have run over $34,000 in 2007.
If cash is tight, such an “investment” is hard to justify for an entrepreneutfheraeh

less for a creditor to an industry in decline (bankruptcies and repossessiohghanit
liquidity constraint implied by a negative cash flow and after many mdrggaas, the
average vessel might simply not have had the ability to exploit the improvement in the
shrimp price leading to the cut its overall effStt.

8 An alternative explanation could be that harvesfirrther shrimp would not have been profitable
anymore, and that liquidity did not pose a probl&uwch a situation might occur if the amount of fuel
needed per pound of catch increased with the cuiveleatch (e.g. if vessels had to travel furthed a
further from port to find productive shrimp stocks) such a scenario, the high price of fuel mightt
total catch in a manner that is not obvious fromragate, annual data.
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6. Conclusion

The general conclusion of this report is that the financial and economic situdtiatyac
deteriorated in 2007 from the already bleak outlook in 2006 for the average vessels in all
of the evaluated categories. With few exceptions, cash flow for the averagehaesss

now turned negative, and the negative net revenue from operations and the “loss” have
further increased to clearly non-sustainable levels. In the short-termijitrdsscourage

new investments in the industry. The financial situation in 2007, especially if itesndur
over multiple years, also is economically unsustainable for the avetapésted

business.

Vessels in the active and inactive Gulf shrimp fleet are, on average, 63nigetveigh

102 gross tons, are powered by 497 hp motor(s), and are 23 years old. Seventy-two
percent of the vessels have steel hulls and 52% use a freezer for refmgdriaé

average market value of these vessels was $172,554 in 2007, roughly a hundred-thousand
dollars less than the average original purchase price. The outstanding loansdaverage
$78,250, leading to average owner equity of $94,304.

Based on the sample, 81% of the federally permitted Gulf shrimp fleet tirgdyac

shrimping in 2007. Of these 388 active Gulf shrimp vessels, just under half (49%) were
owner-operated. On average, these vessels burned 42,841 gallons of fuel, landed 71,380
Ibs of shrimp, and received $2.99 per pound of shrimp. Non-shrimp landings added a
trivial amount to the cash flow, indicating that the federal Gulf shrimp fiskargry
specialized. The average total cash outflow was $228,721 of which a staggering $102,199
was due to fuel expenses alone. The expenses for hired crew and captains were on
average $49,268 which indicates the importance of the industry as a source of wage
income. The resulting average net cash flow is negative $5,967 but has a largel standa
deviation. For the population of active Gulf shrimp vessels we cannot state with 95%
certainty that the average net cash flow was less than zero in 2007. The mediah net ¢
flow was negative $3,879. To sustain such losses and especially to survive the negative
cash flow---if that is what they are doing--- many of the owners must bealsihgitheir

shrimp vessels with the help of other sources of income or wealth.

Based on the income statement for active Gulf shrimp vessels, the aveealgeofks
accounted for just under a quarter of operating expenses (23.0%), labor costs for just
under a quarter (23.9%), and the non-labor variable costs for just over half (53.0%). The
fuel costs alone accounted for 43.6% of total operating expenses in 2007. It should be
noted that the labor cost category in the income statement includes both theaattual ¢
payments to hired labor and an estimate of the opportunity cost of owner-openaters’ ti
spent as captain. The average net revenue from operations is negative $19,633, and is
statistically different and less than zero in-spite of a large stam@aration. The

economic return to Gulf shrimping is negative 11%. Including non-operating i@stivit

this leads to an average loss before taxes of $18,477 for the vessel owners.
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The average inactive Gulf shrimp vessel is generally of a smaller baalée average

active vessel. Inactive vessels are physically smaller, valued mueh lawd much less
dependent on loans. Fixed costs account for over 90% of the total operating expenses of
$11,210, and only 18% of these vessels have hull insurance. The average net cash flow is
negative $9,485, and, unlike for the active Gulf shrimp fleet, we are 95% certain that the
average cash flow for the sub-population of inactive vessels is less than zero. @a,avera
net revenue from operations is negative $10,853, which amounts to a negative 10%
economic return, and owners lose $9,841 on their vessels before taxes.

When looking at differences among states for active Gulf shrimp vesseistevthat the
average vessel in all states exhibited negative rates of return in 2007. Louissala ve

are the only ones that report an average positive cash flow of $6,000. As a result, they
have the “highest” average returns of the states, with a negative 8% ecostmand
negative 12% return on equity. The Alabama and Mississippi fleets (which aredeport
jointly due to small sample sizes) have the highest assets on average. jetrthiae
negative $27,000 net revenue from operations, the highest among all the states. Due to
high government payments, the Alabama and Mississippi fleets “only” havetavaega
16% return on equity. Florida and Texas vessels have negative cash flows of $7,000 and
$16,000, respectively. Due to their high leverage ratios, each state’s negative 12%
economic return is amplified into a negative 21% and negative 31% return on equity,
respectively.

Comparing results for 2007 and 2006 for active Gulf shrimp vessels, we note that, as we
would expect, the average vessel characteristics and balance sheet nuedierslglo

not change---neither in a statistical sense nor from the perspective ofrecoel@vance.
Major, statistically significant changes can be seen among vesseiaperahe shrimp
catch in pounds and fuel use in gallons decreased, and the price of shrimp and fuel
increased (all at the 99.9% confidence level). Overall, average total offlevenue fell
from $259,640 to $222,753, a statistically significant 14% drop. In contrast, the average
vessel was only able to reduce total cash outflows by 6% from $243,415 in 2006 to
$228,721 in 2007, and, interestingly, this difference is not statistically signifi@ant
average, shrimpers were not able to reduce their costs by much from 2006 levels give
the fixed nature of many of their expenses.

The average net cash flow dropped by $22,192, from positive $16,225 in 2006 to
negative $5,967 in 2007, and, in spite of large variability (standard deviation), in the
sample the drop is statistically very significant. Net revenue from opesatecreased to
negative $19,633 in 2007 from negative $7,429 in 2006. As a result, the average
economic return to Gulf shrimping (by federally permitted vessels) dropmed f

negative 4% to negative 11%. In terms of “profit,” the average vessel fared examiw

2007. The average loss increased from negative $907 to negative $18,477; the return on
equity from negative 1% to negative 20%.

Interestingly, while the steadily rising price of fuel has attchatech attention, the

effective price environment in 2007 actually improved somewhat from 2006 as shrimp
prices increased proportionally more than fuel prices. However, with the liquidity
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constraint implied by a negative cash flow and following many marginas,yi€aeems

the average vessel simply did not have the ability to exploit this improvenehid to

cut its overall effort. In 2007, the average active Gulf shrimp vessel consumedskO% le
fuel (in terms of gallons) and caught 30% less shrimp (in terms of pounds). After
accounting for the price changes, the vessel spent 6% less on fuel and generated 12% les
revenue from shrimp. But since fixed costs remained approximately the samee i
economic and financial returns significantly deteriorated when compared to 2006

Finally, government payments, which helped the average owner just about break even in
2006, were significantly less in 2007. Overall, the financial situation in 2007 is
economically unsustainable for the average established business, and we exfiest a fur
reduction in effort and further consolidation in the industry.

It should be noted that these results are averages and hence hide the variatieartpat cl

exists within all fleets and all categories. Although the financial situ#ébr the average
vessel is bleak, some vessels are profitable.
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Appendix 1: 2007 Survey Instrument
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OMB Control # 0648-0476 Expires 04/30/2010

2007 Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders

Permit owner name: «Primary Mailing Recipient» Permit #:  «Permit»

Vessel name: «Vessel Name» Vessel ID: « VESID»

Even if this vessel was inactive in 2007 please complete this survey.

Enter “0” if you did not have any expenses in a category. Do not leave blank!
Total 2007 Expenses:

o On this page we would like you to enter the total financial expenses (actual dollar payments) you
incurred during 2007 for the operation and keeping of the vessel listed above.

e For each question enter the sum of all 2007 expenses.

e Please consult the detailed instructions if you are unsure about any question.

1. Is the owner also the captain of this vessel? OYes ONo
2. Total amount paid to hired crew and captain(s) of this vessel: $ . . .00
(For example: from IRS Form(s) 1099-MISC or equivalent)
3. Is the owner paid a captain’s share? OYes ONo
If Yes, total amount of captain’s share: $ . . .00
4. Total amount paid for the fuel used by this vessel in 2007: $ . . .00
5. a) Estimated average price of fuel in2007: $§ .  per gallon
b) Total amount of fuel purchased: =,  ,  gallons
6. Total amount paid for all trip related supplies or expenses (other than fuel): $ , ., .00
(For example: ice, groceries, oil and lubricants, freezing, packaging, and cleaning supplies)
7. a) Total amount paid for any vessel maintenance, repair, replacement,
new purchase or upgrade (including engine, gear, electronics, etc.) - _ .00

b) The answer to Question 7. a) includes (check all that apply):

O Maintenance or regular repairs O Major repairs or haul-out O New purchase or upgrade

8. Overhead applicable to this vessel (including loan payments and

vessel insurance; excluding depreciation and income taxes): $ , .00
(For example: loanpayments insurance, dockage, licenses, (share of) rent, utilities, prof. services, truck expenses)
9. Total 2007 Expenses (the above entries should sum to this value): S _ . _ _ _,___.00

Page 1 of 2
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OMB Control # 0648-0476 Expires 04/30/2010

Other Important Economic Information (permit #: «Permity):
10. Vessel insurance in 2007 (check all that apply): O None OHull OP&I

If Hull insured, enter coverage level if vesselis lost: $§ | . .00
(do not enter monthly or annual insurance premiun)

11. Appraised value of this vessel (if insured) or best estimate of this value (if not insured):

a) Market value of vessel with permit (anytime in 2007): $ ., 00
b) Market value of vessel without permit (anytime in 2007): $ . . .00
¢) Original purchase price of vessel: $ _ . __ _.___.00
12. Did you have any loan(s) on your vessel at any time during 2007: OYes ONo
If Yes: a) Total amount you still owe at end of 2007: $ ., .00
b) Total loan payments in 2007: $ ., .00
Please split b) into: ¢) Interest paid in 2007: $ ., ., .00
d) Principal repaid in 2007 ¢, ., .00
13. Depreciation of vessel as claimed for tax purposes (2007): $ ., .00

14. During 2007 this vessel was active in (check all that apply):
O Shrimp Fishery O Other Commercial Fisheries [ Non-Fishing Income Activities [ Not Active

15. Total gross revenue generated by this vessel in commercial
fisheries other than shrimp in 2007 (if none enter “07): $ s .00

16. Government payments received for this vessel in 2007; for example
due to imports and low shrimp prices (tariff money; trade assistance
adjustment payments) or hurricanes/disaster relief (if none enter “0”): § 5 .00

I certify that the information contained on this form is accurate and complete to the best of my

knowledge:

Signature of person completing report Date
( )
Printed name of person signing report Phone number

Please return this completed form in the enclosed prepaid envelope!
[Mail to: NMFS; Miami Lab; P.O. Box 491500, Key Biscayne, FL. 33149-9916]

Thank You!

Other Questions (voluntary)

1. Would you like to receive future economic surveys in Vietnamese? O Yes O No

2. In the future, would you prefer to fill out this survey online rather than on paper? O Yes O No

3. Please use the reverse side or a separate piece of paper for any comments. We appreciate any comments
concerning this survey effort and any ideas on how to improve or simplify it.

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix 2: 2007 Survey Instructions
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Detailed Instructions

Please check that your information at the top of Page 1 is correct. If not, pesbemiint the correct
information in the white space.

Page 1 — Total 2007 Expenses

OnPage 1we would like you to enter the total financial expenses you incurred during 200 for t
operation and keepingf your vesselwith the registration number listed at the top of the page. This
should correspond to actual dollar payments made. For each question enter the sRG0f all
expenses in that category. If you hé@ expenses in a category, please enter “@hd do not leave
any spaces blank.

* Please be comprehensivEcount for all the expensesncurred by this boat in 2007 étage 1

* Pleasavoid double counting Any expense should appear only a single timPage 1

» If an expense benefits this vessel as well as other vessel(s) and/ordaperasions (such as
processing)only list the share of the expensthat can be assigned to this vessel.

» Feel free to round numbers to the nearest $100, such as entering $ 3,600.00 rather than $ 3,643.00.

Question 1: Check the YES box, if you (the owner) also act as captain for this vessel. Chisick the
box if you hired captain(s) to operate this vessel.

Question 2: Enter the sum of all hired crew and captains’ shares paid during 2007. This should
reflect the amount the crew and captain(s) actually received, includingpanges, but excluding any
contributions she/he made to cover operating costs.

Question 3: Check the YE®DoX, if you separately account for your incoaseaptain (as opposed
to as owneri.e. business profit). If you checked Yester the total amount you paid yourself on the
following line. If you do not pay yourself a captain’s share, simply check tH@okand continue with
guestion 4.

Question 4: Enter the total amount spent on fuel in 2007. The total amount should reflect the actual
amount paid for the fuel used by this vessel; including those portions “paid” out ofwhe are
captain’s shares.

Question 5: a) Please estimate the average price per gallon you paid for fuel in 20074ns dod
cents per gallon, as best you can)b) Enter the total number of gallons of fuel you purchased in
2007 in order to operate this vessel and all its equipment (such as generators ars).fledus
number is not available, then divide the amount entered in Question 4 by the estimatpdrpgilon
entered in a) and enter this amount in the space provided.

Question 6: Enter the sum of all remaining expenses incurred on a ‘per fishing trip’ib&0H67.
This should exclude all amounts already listed in the above questions, i.e. amounts e to cr
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captain or fuel. Please sum all your expenses for: ice, groceries, ailbrinduhts, freezing and
packaging supplies, gloves, processing, storage, cleaning supplies or sandcasy other trip
related expense.

Question 7: a) Enter the total 2007 expenses, not already listed above, related to the vessel (hull
and all) and associated equipment, such as fishing gear (nets, trawl doorsgetejsgrireezers and
electronics. Include all expenses for maintenance, repair, replacemeatjegpgnd new purchases.
Also include haul-outs, rebuilds, retrofits, etc.

b) This question asks about the type of expenses that are included in Qées}ion
Please check all the boxes that apply. Check the first box if some or all the exgtedas 7.a) were
for normal maintenance or regular repairs and repeated replacensehtagsvorn out nets). Check
“Major repairs and haul-out” if you incurred expenses in 2007 that occur less thafiyammelade
haul-outs, repairs during haul-outs, and other major repairs or replacement; ot arpsnaes
resulting from unexpected events such as hurricanes, accidents or theft. CaedkViistments or
upgrades” if you spent money on the vessel that extend its functionality, sucheasasadn engine
power, new electronic systems, increases or improvements to fishingtgear, e

Question 8: Enter the total amount of overhead applicable to this vessel. Typical overheadksxpens
include: Dockage/mooring, rent, utilities, insurance, loan payments, commetuiad fisenses and
permits, property taxes and other fees, (share of) car or truck expensepfisbffice expenses,

(share of) accountant, lawyer, other professional services fees, and amnoitled expenditure paid

by the vessel (not already included in Questions 1 throughVé}y Important on Question 8:

* Include: Loan Payments(interest and principal) adsurance premiums for the vessel!
» Exclude: Depreciation andincome Tax

» If an overhead expense benefits this vessel AND other vessel(s) and/ordaoperedions (such as
processing), then only list ti#hare of the expenséhat can be assigned to this vessel.

End of Page 1: Please make sure you have accounted for all expenses associated with the
operation and keeping of this vessel in 200there are expenses not yet accounted for, please add
them to the category they fit best:

» If they are trip-related, add them to Question 6.

» If they relate to the vessel, gear and equipment, add them to Question 7.

» If they fit in neither of the above categories, add them to Question 8 (overhead ordredates
Costs).

Question 9: Enter the total financial expenses you incurred during 2007 for the operation and
keeping of this vessel. This number should equal the sum of all $ dollar expenses enteredlon Pag

Page 2 — Other Important Economic Information

Question 10: Check the boxes for how your vessel was insured in 2007. Check all that apply or
‘None’ if your vessel was not insurdthe hull was insured, then enter the total amount the hull was
insured for, i.e. the maximum dollar amount the insurance would have paid in case olioagatbthe
vessel. Do not enter your monthly or yearly insurance premiums or payments!
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Question 11: Enter the market value of your vessel in 2007. Please enter the most acculse num
you have. If the vessel is insured, please consult your insurance recolisévalues. Otherwise,
please give us your best estimate or guess. For market value with (@@rpigase enter the
approximate amount you would expect to receive if you had sold your vessel amad @&deshrimp
permit together during 2007. For market value without pefimjtplease enter the amount you would
expect to receive if you had sold your vessel in 2007 without the federal Gulpgbenmit.

c) Enter your purchase price of the vessel.

Question 12: Check YES if you had any outstanding loans on your vessaly time during 2007

If Yes, enter:  a) the amount of principal still needing to be paid batcthe end of 2007and

b) your total loan payments for this vessel in 2007. Please split your total loan pagmtentésl under
b) into: c) the total sum of interest paid in 2007; and) the total amount of principal repaid in
2007. Please estimate if you do not have the exact numbers.

Question 13: Enter the amount of depreciation you claimed for your vessel on your 2007 tax retur

Question 14: Please indicate in what fisheries or other income activities you vesseipaded in
during 2007. Pleasgheck all the boxes that applyCheck “Shrimp Fishery” if this vessel caught
shrimp anywhere for commercial sale. Check “Other Commercialrieshé& your vessel participated
in any commercial fisheries other than shrimp. Check “Non-Fishing Inéatngties” if this vessel
was used to generate income besides commercial fishing (oil work, chiarder, e

Check “Not Active” if your vessel did not generate any revenue or income during 2007.

Question 15: Enter the total sum of all revenue generated by this vessel in 2007 in commercial
fisheriesother than shrimp. This can include revenue generated in the Gulf of Mexico as well as the
rest of the Atlantic Ocean and elsewhere; from State, Federal or inteahateters; offshore or

inshore; etc. It should not include any revenue generated by the sale of shrigiy &guvhere).

Question 16: Enter the sum of all payments received by this vessel in 2007 from federalasthte
local governments. Such as payments resulting from low shrimp prices and fhieglofrimports
(for example, tariff monies received from U.S. Customs, trade assistansara)t payments
received from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, “kickbacks”, incentives,aetd.flisaster relief
(monies received for hurricane recovery).

If you have any questions, please call Diana Pina or Christopher Li&5aB61-4263.

PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT STATEMENT:

Public reporting burden for this collection of infieation is estimated to average 45 minutes pelores including the
time for reviewing the instructions, searching éxésting data sources, gathering and maintainiegitita needed, and
completing and reviewing the collection of inforfmoat Send comments regarding this burden estimaa@y other
suggestions for reducing this burden to Christopliese, National Marine Fisheries Service, SouthEeheries Science
Center, 75 Virginia Beach Drive, Miami, Florida 3®1 Information submitted will be treated as coefital in accordance
with NOAA Administrative Order 216-100. Notwiths@ing any other provision of the law, no persoreiguired to
respond to, nor shall any person be subject tanalfyefor failure to comply with, a collection afformation subject to the
requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act, untleascollection displays a currently valid OMB Qarht Number. This
reporting is required for permit renewal. NMFS riegsi this information for the conservation and nggmaent of marine
fishery resources. These data will be used to etalilne economic effects of proposed regulatiotisdrfishery.
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Appendix 3: 2007 Survey Other Materials
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Fishery Bulletin:

Southeast Fishery Bulletin

Mational Marine Fisheries Service, Scutheast Regional Office, 263 13® Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Flerida 33701

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
(see specific contacts for each program below)

February 14, 2008
FB08-011

Notice of Federal Data Collections in the Gulf Shrimp Fishery in 2008

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries Service) is working to improve the quality of
information available for the Gulf of Mexico shrimp
fishery. Having appropriate and current data enables the
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and
NOAA Fisheries Service to carry out responsive and
timely fisheries management.

With the implementation of the permit moratorium,
NOAA Fisheries Service’s Southeast Fisheries Science
Center is starting new data collections. This bulletin
provides permit holders an overview of the data
collection requirements related to the federal Gulf of
Mexico moratorium shrimp permit.

Federal Gulf shrimp permits are renewed annually. The
application for renewal needs to be received within one
year of the permit’s expiration date. The permit office
can be reached by calling 1-877-376-4877 (toll free).
Permit related information also can be found on the Web

at: http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov.

Besides the annual permit renewal, every permit holder
is required to complete and submit the following:

1. “Annual landings form™ (Gulf of Mexico Shrimy
Federal Permit Reporting Form):

This one-page form collects total annual shrimp landings
in pounds and dollars by shrimp species harvested from
state and federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico. This data
collection is being introduced this year, asking for 2005,
2006, and 2007 information. In subsequent years, the
request will only be for the previous year.

2. Gulf Shrimp Vessel & Gear Characterization Form:
This six-page form collects information about total

annual fishing effort (such as number of trips, days at
sea, and crew), and about the gear most commonly used
during the past vear (such as details on typical gear
configuration, bycatch reduction device and tustle
excluder device used, and on-board electronics). This
year, information will be requested for both 2006 and
2007. In subsequent years, the request will only be for
the previous year.

Both these forms are required for all permit holders.
Please direct any questions to Rebecca Smith at
(409) 766-3783. Forms are expected to be mailed
beginning February 2008. The due date is April 30,
2008.

In addition to the above forms, permit holders may be
selected to participate in one or more additional data
collections. Only a limited number of vessels will be
sampled to minimize the overall reporting burden on
shrimp fishermen. Permit holders will be notified if
selected for any of the following data collections. IT
selected, participation is required for permit renewal.

3. Anmual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp
Permit Holders:

If selected, permit holders are required to provide data
about operating expenses and the cost of owning shrimp
vessels to determine the economic and social effects of
regulations and other factors affecting the profitability of
the fishery. The two-page survey will be sent annually
to a random sample of 20 percent of permitted vessels,
but no vessel will be selected two years in arow. Please
direct any questions to Christopher Liese at (305) 361-
4263. Selection letters are expected to be sent out
beginning in February 2008. The information requested
in this survey should be readily available from tax or
similar forms. The due date is April 30, 2008.

4. Electronic Loghook (ELB) Program:

If selected, a vessel will be equipped with an electronic
logbook provided by NOAA Fisheries Service. The ELB
program collects information regarding the geographic
location of effort. The memory units will be changed
two to four times during the year, at no cost to the
fisherman. The contacts for the program are Benny
Gallaway or John Cole at LGL Ecological Research
Associates, Inc., (979) 775-2000.  Selection is an
ongoing process, and notification is through the mail.

5. Onboard Observers Program.

If selected, a vessel will carry a NOAA Fisheries
Service-approved observer on selected trips. Observers
collect catch, effort, bycatch, and other scientific
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information, as necessary. Please direct any questions to
Elizabeth Scott-Denton at (409) 766-3571. Sampling is
conducted for three periods in 2008, starting in January,
May, and September. Notification is by certified letter.

6. Trip Interview Information:

If selected, permit holders need to provide information
for any fishing trip, as requested by authorized statistical
reporting agents of the NOAA Fisheries Service,
including, but not limited to, vessel identification, gear,
effort, amount of shrimp caught by species, shrimp
condition (heads on/heads off), fishing arcas and depths,
and the person to whom the shrimp was sold.

Thank you for your past and future cooperation with
these data collection efforts. The information is critical
for more responsive and timely management of the
fishery. All individual information will be treated strictly
confidential.
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How Can We Improve These Fishery Bulletins?

If you have any suggestions on how we may improve
future fishery bulletins, please contact:

Kim Amendola, Communication Specialist

Phone: 727-551-5707

FAX: 727-824-5320

E-mail: SERO.Communications.Comments@noaa.gov

If you would like to receive these fishery bulletins via e-
mail as soon as they are published, please e-mail us at
the address below. You will still receive a print copy of
these bulletins through the mail.

E-mail SERO.Communications.Comments@noaa.gov
and include (1) "Request for Electronic Fishery
Bulletins" in the subject line; and (2) Your preferred e-
mail address in the body of the e-mail.
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Cover Letter:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Ocemnic and Atmospheric Administration
Southeast Fisheries Science Center

75 Virginia Beach Dr.

Miammi, Florida 33149

s,
Targs of

March 7,2008

«Primary Mailing Recipients
«Street Address»
«City», «State» «Zipcode»

Dear Perm it Owner:

Together with the introduction of the permit moratorium, the WOAA TFisheries Service started an
Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders. Each year we will randomly
select about 20% of permitted vessels in order to collect data about operating expenses and the costs
of owning and maintaining shrimp vessels.

You have been randomly selected to participate in this year’s survey. Enclosed iz a form asking
about expenditures you made in 2007 for your vessel “«Vesszel»” with the registration number
«VESID:». You must complete and submit this survey in order to he eligible for permit
renewal. We have tried hard to reduce the collection of information to the minimum necessary.
Please look at the enclosed material for more details on this survey effort and why we need to collect
this data. No vessel will be selected two years in arow.

Please complete the enclosed survey form and retum it to us by April 30, 2008. A pre-addressed,
postage-paid envelope is enclosed. All information you supply iz strictly confidential and will be
combined with information from other fishermen to present an overall view of the economic status of
the fishery and the problems it faces. A summary of these results will be sent to you once the survey
data has been analyzed.

By accurately completing this survey, you will ensure that management decisions are based on
cotrect information about the economic etfects of regulations on fishermen. Please print all requested
information clearly. A form with incomplete or unclear information cannot be entered into the
database and will be returned for clarification. It you have any questions or require help filling out
the survey, please contact Diana Pina or Christopher Liese at (303) 361-4263.

Thank you very much for your cooperation with this data collection and Good Luck this shrimping
season.

Sincerely yours,

Bonnie J. Pénwith, Ph. D.,
Science and Research Director (Acting)

SPGM -« Permity
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Appendix 4. Data Cleaning Regressions (2007)
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Regression to estimate missing market values of \seds

Regression to estimate missing depreciation of vets

Dependent variable: Market value (log)
Number of observatior 483
F Value (Pr > F)): 136.58 (<.0001)

D ependentaidet Depreciation
Number of observations: 452
F Value (Pr > F)) 106.75 (<.0001)

R-Squared: 0.5888 R-Squared: 0.5448

Variable Parameter Standard t Value Variable Parameter Standard tValue
Error Error

Intercept 6.218 0.673 9.24 Intercept 2,989.597 4,530.942 .66 0

Value bought (log) 0.242 0.032 7.46 Value bought 0.067 00B. 13.39

Horse power (log) 0.539 0.100 5.37 Length -168.129 91.530 -1.84

Age (log) -0.266 0.074 -3.61 Horse power 8.599 6.783 1127

Hull insurance (dumm: 0.519 0.081 6.40 Fuel use 0.041 0.038 1.08

Texas (dummy) -0.274 0.068 -4.04 Texas (dummy) -3,668.83840.070 -1.99

Regression to estimate value of owner's captain lab Regression to estimate eguipment cost breakup

Dependent variable: Captain's share (log) Dependamhe: Equipment expenses

Number of observatior 55 Number of observations: 402

F Value (Pr > F)): 64.17 (<.0001) F Value (Pr>F)): 12.32 (<.0001)

R-Squared: 0.5476 R-Squared: 0.0581

Variable Parameter Standard t Value Variable Parameter Standard tValue
Error Error

Intercept 4.452 0.651 6.84 Intercept 20,471 1,632 1254

Crew share (log) 0.497 0.062 8.01 Major repair (dummy) 2,086 2,511 481

New investment (dumn 455 2,859 0.16
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Appendix 5:
Tables with 2007 Financial and Economic Results {(&rages)
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Table 14: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by Fishery

) ) Total Total Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) Fleet Other Fish _ S. Atlantic Shrimp _ Gulf Shrimp
# of Observations 505 14 13 477
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 73 76 67

Gross tons 103 112 126 102

Horse power 502 582 562 497

Year built 1986 1985 1988 1986

Hull material - Steel (%) 72% 79% 69% 72%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 52% 36% 69% 52%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,077 11,950 13,923 13,041

State - Florida (%) 16% 14% 46% 15%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 16% 7% 8% 17%

State - Louisiana (%) 27% 7% 0% 28%

State - Texas (%) 37% 14% 0% 39%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 201,154 1,163,652 201,557 172,554
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 269,489 389,415 290,308 265,548
Implicit permit value 49,778 839,615 35,909 23,158

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 85,345 272,340 140,248 78,250

% of vessels with loan 46% 50% 69% 45%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 115,809 891,312 61,309 94,304

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 3% / 56% 79% / 36% 62% / 75% 37% / 57%
Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 79% 0% 100% 81%

Owner-operator (%) 47% 21% 46% 48%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 58,203 1,517 128,059 58,085

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 2.94/2.95 - 2.19/2.08 2.97/3.00

Annual fuel use (gallons) 34,945 33,508 41,230 34,889

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.45/2.39 2.55/2.49 2.55/2.56 2441239

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 25/1.7 - 3.0/31 24117

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.49/491 - 6.58/6.47 6.53/5.00

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 195,839 600,821 297,898 181,582

Shrimp landings 171,625 3,974 266,581 174,318

Non-shrimp landings 17,432 594,998 21,901 395

Government payments received (shrimp related) 6,782 1,850 9,416 6,869

Outflow - Total 201,620 483,252 308,661 188,206

Fuel 83,658 83,528 105,718 83,236

Other supplies 18,515 31,526 23,577 18,035

Crew & captain (hired) 46,335 232,767 78,360 40,088

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,063 38,141 27,662 16,727

Major repair and haul-out 5,359 14,376 8,461 4,087

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 13,899 53,040 35,013 12,121

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 5,989 12,219 7,960 5,740

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,695 17,151 21,755 8,079

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 107 503 155 94

Net Cash Flow (5,781) 117,569 (10,763) (6,624)
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Table 14: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by Fishery, cont.

Total Total Fleet
Fleet Other Fish  S. Atlantic Shrimp ~ Gulf Shrimp
# of Observations 505 14 13 477
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 189,057 598,971 288,481 174,713
Expenses 206,507 498,755 318,646 192,708
Variable costs - Supplies 49.5% 23.1% 40.6% 52.6%
Fuel 40.5% 16.7% 33.2% 43.2%
Other supplies 9.0% 6.3% 7.4% 9.4%
Variable costs - | abor 25.2% 47.2% 28.6% 23.7%
Crew & captain (hired) 22.4% 46.7% 24.6% 20.8%
Owner's vessel time 2.7% 0.6% 4.1% 2.9%
Fixed costs 25.4% 29.7% 30.8% 23.8%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 9.2% 7.6% 8.7% 8.7%
Major repair and haul-out 2.6% 2.9% 2.7% 2.1%
Depreciation 6.8% 8.5% 8.5% 6.7%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.7% 10.6% 11.0% 6.3%
Net Revenue from Operations (17,450) 100,216 (30,165) (17,994)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 5,989 12,219 7,960 5,740
Government payments received (shrimp related) 6,782 1,850 9,416 6,869
Net Revenue (before taxes) (16,657) 89,847 (28,709) (16,866)
Owner's vessel time 5,647 2,778 12,909 5,545
Depreciation 14,031 42,599 26,946 12,870
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Table 15: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by State

) . Total Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) FL ALTMS LA T Other
# of Observations 81 40+ 43 134 188 19
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 59 70 64 72 81

Gross tons 83 112 83 118 141

Horse power 398 550 475 528 662

Year built 1980 1989 1987 1985 1990

Hull material - Steel (%) 31% 75% 74% 86% 89%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 52% 58% 26% 70% 42%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 7,836 15,346 9,751 16,140 18,668

State - Florida (%) 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

State - Louisiana (%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

State - Texas (%) 0% 0% 0% 100% 0%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 122,578 245,352 165,913 157,225 1,026,260
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 171,134 363,619 235,836 281,146 399,595
Implicit permit value 9,036 20,421 18,858 28,870 702,941

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 53,462 107,446 69,588 84,119 247,969

% of vessels with loan 35% 48% 45% 49% 58%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 69,117 137,906 96,325 73,106 778,292

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 22% /55%  53%/69%  37%/47%  38%/61%  79%/43%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 75% 82% 81% 84% 37%
Owner-operator (%) 46% 53% 68% 33% 21%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 46,116 72,064 60,038 59,100 27,367
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 350/292 289/3.03 2.27/240 325/335 240/231
Annual fuel use (gallons) 22,946 44,265 27,924 41,245 32,556
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 261/249 2441238 240/237 240/238 2.55/2.50
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 23/20 21/16 35/22 19/14 29/08
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 8.01/5.87 558/493 6.86/515 6.03/4.79 6.99/1.94

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 143,323 232,649 153,192 204,393 475,059
Shrimp landings 134,685 218,082 143,932 197,721 63,264
Non-shrimp landings 5,404 1,398 992 1,682 410,544
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,233 13,169 8,269 4,990 1,251
Outflow - Total 150,129 237,311 148,517 217,487 482,749
Fuel 57,235 105,188 66,256 98,163 81,454
Other supplies 12,498 20,691 14,817 21,948 26,785
Crew & captain (hired) 38,998 49,084 30,682 46,173 177,610
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 16,720 22,520 11,803 17,584 79,784
Major repair and haul-out 3,191 5,666 3,218 4,405 37,784
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,148 15,808 10,025 13,534 48,233
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 2,925 6,691 5512 6,609 13,214
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 7,286 11,561 6,101 9,011 17,345
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 129 102 102 60 538
Net Cash Flow (6,806) (4,663) 4,675 (13,094) (7,690)
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Table 15: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by State, cont.

Total Fleet
FL AL+MS LA X Other
# of Observations 81 40+ 43 134 188 19
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 140,090 219,480 144,923 199,403 473,808
Expenses 155,722 243,729 158,375 217,202 494,052
Variable costs - Supplies 44.8% 51.6% 51.2% 55.3% 21.9%
Fuel 36.8% 43.2% 41.8% 45.2% 16.5%
Other supplies 8.0% 8.5% 9.4% 10.1% 5.4%
Variable costs - | abor 29.1% 23.0% 24.2% 22.9% 36.6%
Crew & captain (hired) 25.0% 20.1% 19.4% 21.3% 35.9%
Owner's vessel time 4.0% 2.9% 4.8% 1.6% 0.7%
Fixed costs 26.1% 25.3% 24.6% 21.8% 41.4%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 10.7% 9.2% 7.5% 8.1% 16.1%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 2.3% 2.0% 2.0% 7.6%
Depreciation 6.2% 7.3% 8.8% 5.5% 7.9%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 7.2% 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% 9.8%
Net Revenue from Operations (15,632) (24,249) (13,451) (17,799) (20,244)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 2,925 6,691 5512 6,609 13,214
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,233 13,169 8,269 4,990 1,251
Net Revenue (before taxes) (15,324) (17,772) (10,695) (19,418) (32,208)
Owner's vessel time 6,300 7,091 7,614 3,548 3,451
Depreciation 9,632 17,681 13,959 11,847 38,951
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Table 16: F&E Results: Averages for the Gulf Shrimp Fleet by State andtimtyAc
Status

. ] Gulf Shrimp Fleet Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) EL AL+MS LA TX Inactive Active
# of Observations 73 39 +42 133 186 89 388
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 58 70 64 72 58 70

Gross tons 79 111 83 118 73 108

Horse power 382 549 476 530 369 527

Year built 1980 1989 1987 1985 1978 1987

Hull material - Steel (%) 29% 74% 74% 86% 46% 78%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 49% 57% 26% 70% 271% 58%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 7,260 15,404 9,779 16,303 8,486 14,086

State - Florida (%) 100% 0% 0% 0% 20% 14%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 0% 100% 0% 0% 16% 17%

State - Louisiana (%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 28% 28%

State - Texas (%) 0% 0% 0% 100% 33% 40%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 113,200 246,719 166,559 158,109 113,847 186,021
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 158,121 365,622 236,857 283,024 118,868 299,193
Implicit permit value 8,639 19,016 19,045 29,169 26,993 22,308

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 43,910 108,077 69,737 85,023 9,676 93,980

% of vessels with loan 32% 47% 44% 49% 18% 51%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 69,290 138,642 96,822 73,085 104,171 92,041

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 16%/45% 52% /69% 37%/47% 38%/62% | 4% /11% 45%/64%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 75% 83% 81% 84% 0% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 44% 54% 68% 33% 45% 49%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 36,465 72,369 60,416 59,710 124 71,380
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.65/3.29 2.90/3.04 226/2.40 3.26/3.35| 211/1.67 2.99/3.00
Annual fuel use (gallons) 20,969 44,610 28,081 41,597 222 42,841
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2621247 2441237 241/2.37 2.40/2.38| 264/2.56 2.43/2.39
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 22117 21/16 35/22 19/14| 40/06 24/17
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 821/5.72 5.64/4.93 6.89/5.16 6.07/4.80| 6.68/0.93 6.52/5.00

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 123,876 233,471 153,560 204,821 2,093 222,753
Shrimp landings 120,015 220,056 144,835 199,790 206 214,256
Non-shrimp landings 1,032 530 490 27 151 451
Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,830 12,885 8,236 5,004 1,736 8,046
Outflow - Total 132,584 237,818 148,966 218,790 11,578 228,721
Fuel 51,861 105,924 66,638 99,012 567 102,199
Other supplies 11,144 20,793 14,910 22,151 291 22,105
Crew & captain (hired) 34,143 49,613 30,459 45,936 65 49,268
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 15,748 22,715 11,885 17,748 4,725 19,480
Major repair and haul-out 3,101 5,620 3,242 4,438 1,406 4,702
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 8,974 14,533 10,051 13,656 2,721 14,277
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 2,603 6,706 5,542 6,680 724 6,891
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 4,879 11,809 6,136 9,108 1,017 9,698
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 132 104 103 60 62 102
Net Cash Flow (8,708) (4,347) 4,594 (13,969) (9,485) (5,967)
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Table 16: F&E Results: Averages for the Gulf Shrimp Fleet by State andtimtyAc

Status, cont.

Gulf Shrimp Fleet

Gulf Shrimp Fleet

FL AL+MS LA X Inactive Active
# of Observations 73 39 +42 133 186 89 388
Income Statement !2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 121,046 220,586 145,324 199,817 357 214,707
Expenses 137,555 244,279 158,757 218,327 11,210 234,340
Variable costs - Supplies 45.8% 51.9% 51.4% 55.5% 7.7% 53.0%
Fuel 37.7% 43.4% 42.0% 45.4% 5.1% 43.6%
Other supplies 8.1% 8.5% 9.4% 10.1% 2.6% 9.4%
Variable costs - Labor 28.6% 23.3% 23.9% 22.7% 17% 23.9%
Crew & captain (hired) 24.8% 20.3% 19.2% 21.0% 0.6% 21.0%
Owner's vessel time 3.8% 3.0% 4.7% 1.6% 1.1% 2.9%
Fixed costs 25.6% 24.8% 24.7% 21.8% 90.7% 23.0%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 11.4% 9.3% 7.5% 8.1% 2.1% 8.3%
Major repair and haul-out 2.3% 2.3% 2.0% 2.0% 12.5% 2.0%
Depreciation 5.3% 7.3% 8.9% 5.4% 11.7% 6.6%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.5% 5.9% 6.3% 6.3% 24.3% 6.1%
Net Revenue from Operations (16,508)  (23,693) (13,432) (18,510)| (10,853)  (19,633)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 2,603 6,706 5,542 6,680 724 6,891
Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,830 12,885 8,236 5,004 1,736 8,046
Net Revenue (before taxes) (16,282)  (17,514) (10,738)  (20,186) (9,841)  (18,477)
Owner's vessel time 5,227 7,266 7,519 3573 121 6,790
Depreciation 7,357 17,814 14,053 11813 1,314 15,520
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Table 17: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by State

. ) Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) Shrim FL AL+MS LA >
# of Observations 388 55 28 + 39 108 157
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 70 61 73 66 74

Gross tons 108 86 118 89 124

Horse power 527 399 584 509 556

Year built 1987 1981 1989 1989 1987

Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 29% 81% 81% 91%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 56% 58% 31% 7%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 8,117 15,932 11,030 17,423

State - Florida (%) 14% 100% 0% 0% 0%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 0% 100% 0% 0%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 0% 0% 100% 0%

State - Texas (%) 40% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 135,548 253,647 188,803 172,521
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 185,415 388,058 274,438 314,968
Implicit permit value 22,308 8,771 16,010 21,524 31,083

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 57,508 130,660 83,704 98,771

% of vessels with loan 51% 38% 57% 49% 55%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 78,040 122,987 105,099 73,750

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 45%/64% | 22%/50%  63%/81%  45%/51%  45%/67%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 49% 45% 55% 69% 32%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 48,394 87,470 74,316 70,739
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 299/3.00| 363/3.29 291/3.04 229/240 3.27/3.35
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 27,670 53,901 34,539 49,266
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 243/2.39| 261/247 244/237 239/237 239/2.38
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24117 22117 2.1/16 3.4/22 1.9/1.4
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52/5.00| 821/5.76 572/493 6.78/5.16 6.10/4.80

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 222,753 163,738 282,209 188,100 242,419
Shrimp landings 214,256 159,273 265,991 178,231 236,693
Non-shrimp landings 451 1,352 641 531 2
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 3,112 15,578 9,337 5,724
Outflow - Total 228,721 170,348 285,620 181,992 257,986
Fuel 102,199 68,421 127,982 81,951 117,264
Other supplies 22,105 14,389 25,127 18,344 26,235
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 45,262 59,980 37,497 54,412
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 18,647 26,364 14,051 20,685
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 3,364 6,146 3,918 5,123
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 10,673 17,510 12,149 15,671
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 3,157 8,107 6,683 7,867
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 6,294 14,277 7,283 10,660
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 141 126 115 69
Net Cash Flow (5,967) (6,609) (3,410) 6,108 (15,568)
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Table 17: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by ,Staié.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp FL AL+MS LA >
# of Observations 388 55 28 + 39 108 157
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 160,626 266,632 178,762 236,695
Expenses 234,340 177,187 293,274 194,127 257,477
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 46.7% 52.2% 51.7% 55.7%
Fuel 43.6% 38.6% 43.6% 42.2% 45.5%
Other supplies 9.4% 8.1% 8.6% 9.4% 10.2%
Variable costs - | abor 23.9% 29.5% 23.4% 24.1% 22.8%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 25.5% 20.5% 19.3% 21.1%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 3.9% 3.0% 4.7% 1.6%
Fixed costs 23.0% 23.8% 24.3% 24.3% 21.5%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 10.5% 9.0% 7.2% 8.0%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 1.9% 2.1% 2.0% 2.0%
Depreciation 6.6% 5.4% 7.3% 8.8% 5.4%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% 6.0% 6.0% 6.3% 6.1%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) (16,561) (26,642) (15,365) (20,782)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 3,157 8,107 6,683 7,867
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 3,112 15,578 9,337 5,724
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) (16,605) (19,172) (12,711) (22,925)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 6,938 8,785 9,201 4,205
Depreciation 15,520 9,493 21,379 17,016 13,882
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Table 18: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by dgga&iion and
by Hull Material

] ) Active Gulf|Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) - -
Shrimp Freezer Ice Steel Wood Fiberglass
# of Observations 388 225 153 302 33 51
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 70 7 60 74 55 51

Gross tons 108 136 73 123 59 57

Horse power 527 638 383 583 308 347

Year built 1987 1990 1983 1989 1975 1982

Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 89% 66% 100% 0% 0%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 100% 0% 67% 27% 29%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 20,019 6,269 16,980 4,146 3,860

State - Florida (%) 14% 14% 9% 5% 39% 49%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 17% 18% 18% 27% 8%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 15% 49% 29% 18% 25%

State - Texas (%) 40% 54% 24% 47% 15% 18%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 251,397 98,580 217,138 58,180 88,525
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 433,673 119,328| 361,353 68,130 90,101
Implicit permit value 22,308 29,278 12,427 25,671 11,143 10,822

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 148,995 18,660| 117,491 4,698 16,213

% of vessels with loan 51% 66% 29% 58% 21% 31%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 102,402 79,920 99,647 53,482 72,312

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets)  45%/64% | 61%/75% 24%/26%|53% /68% 12% /7% 18%/23%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 49% 35% 71% 46% 64% 53%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 90,731 46,438 83,716 22,727 31,485
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) ~ 2.99/3.00| 3.28/3.26 2.43/2.22|2.95/3.01 2.97/2.89 3.22/3.01
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 60,933 18,699 50,997 10,465 16,760
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2431239 241/238 243/2.39|2.40/2.38 2.56/2.56 2.49/2.35
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24117 18/15 33/25 23/16 31/22 29/19
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52/5.00) 5.82/4.85 6.86/5.52|6.02/4.93 7.99/6.27 8.49/5.66
Cash Flow (2007)
Inflow - Total 222,753 305,389 109,781| 261,182 71,260 98,939
Shrimp landings 214,256 295,397 103,196| 251,625 65,584 94,781
Non-shrimp landings 451 196 585 309 720 1,127
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 9,795 6,000 9,247 4,956 3,031
Outflow - Total 228,721 317,442 107,841| 267,469 73,045 105,156
Fuel 102,199 145,176 44,709 121,535 26,832 39,333
Other supplies 22,105 28,024 14,677 25,121 11,708 11,299
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 67,174 23,383 56,523 16,962 28,064
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 25,378 11,195 21,851 8,057 13,049
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 6,139 2,743 5,344 2,428 2,556
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 19,561 7,061 16,487 5,451 6,956
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 10,996 1,297 8,699 314 709
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 14,895 2,679 11,806 1,224 3,082
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 99 96 103 69 109
Net Cash Flow (5,967) (12,054) 1,940 (6,287) (1,785) (6,217)
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Table 18: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by dgga&iion and

by Hull Material, cont.

Active Gulf|Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp Freezer Ice Steel Wood  Fiberglass
# of Observations 388 225 153 302 33 51

Income Statement (2007)

Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 295,593 103,781| 251,935 66,305 95,908
Expenses 234,340 320,841 116,643| 273,076 78,308 110,292
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 54.0% 50.9% 53.7% 49.2% 45.9%
Fuel 43.6% 45.2% 38.3% 44 5% 34.3% 35.7%
Other supplies 9.4% 8.7% 12.6% 9.2% 15.0% 10.2%
Variable costs - L abor 23.9% 22.9% 26.6% 23.4% 28.8% 28.8%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 20.9% 20.0% 20.7% 21.7% 25.4%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 2.0% 6.5% 2.7% 7.1% 3.4%
Fixed costs 23.0% 23.1% 22.5% 22.9% 22.0% 25.3%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 7.9% 9.6% 8.0% 10.3% 11.8%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 1.9% 2.4% 2.0% 3.1% 23%
Depreciation 6.6% 7.2% 4.5% 6.9% 1.6% 4.8%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.0% 7.0% 6.3%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) (25,248) (12,862)| (21,141) (12,003) (14,384)

Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 10,996 1,297 8,699 314 709
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 9,795 6,000 9,247 4,956 3,031
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) (26,449) (8,158)| (20,593) (7,361) (12,062)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 6,394 7,625 7,367 5,578 3,732
Depreciation 15,520 22,995 5,249 18,847 1,292 5,304
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Table 19: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Veesgth

(in USD unless otherwise noted) Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
u Shrimp <50 feet <75 feet <100 feet
# of Observations 388 48 169 171
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 70 40 65 82
Gross tons 108 23 89 152
Horse power 527 282 396 725
Year built 1987 1981 1981 1995
Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 17% 73% 99%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 0% 48% 84%
Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 1,267 8,989 22,722
State - Florida (%) 14% 31% 18% 5%
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 13% 13% 23%
State - Louisiana (%) 28% 48% 28% 22%
State - Texas (%) 40% 8% 41% 49%
Balance Sheet (end of 2007)
Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 66,911 115,462 289,189
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 41,108 145,214 523,816
Implicit permit value 22,308 12,547 15,309 32,831
Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 7,194 22,199 189,282
% of vessels with loan 51% 27% 35% 74%
Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 59,717 93,263 99,906
Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 45% | 64% 6% /4% 29% / 30% 71% / 81%
Vessel Operation (2007)
Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 49% 73% 49% 2%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 21,849 56,477 100,013
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 2.99/3.00 2.7812.40 2.84/2.73 3.19/3.19
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 5,732 27,792 68,130
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.43/2.39 2.51/2.48 2.43/2.37 241/2.39
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24117 42/3.8 25120 18/15
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52/5.00 10.18/9.15 6.33/5.54 5.69/4.69
Cash Flow (2007)
Inflow - Total 222,753 58,212 160,217 330,745
Shrimp landings 214,256 52,444 154,011 319,217
Non-shrimp landings 451 1,599 425 155
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 4,169 5,781 11,373
Outflow - Total 228,721 56,223 165,360 339,761
Fuel 102,199 14,208 65,966 162,707
Other supplies 22,105 7,494 20,565 27,728
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 15,924 40,030 67,758
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 8,854 18,798 23,136
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 2,481 3,636 6,379
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 5,767 10,151 20,744
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 358 1,676 13,879
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 1,028 4,435 17,334
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 110 104 97
Net Cash Flow (5,967) 1,988 (5,142) (9,016)
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Table 19: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Veesgth,
cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp <50 feet <75 feet <100 feet
# of Observations 388 48 169 171
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 54,043 154,436 319,372
Expenses 234,340 63,450 170,584 345,319
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 34.2% 50.7% 55.1%
Fuel 43.6% 22.4% 38.7% 47.1%
Other supplies 9.4% 11.8% 12.1% 8.0%
Variable costs - Labor 23.9% 33.8% 21.2% 21.8%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 25.1% 23.5% 19.6%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 8.7% 3.7% 2.2%
Fixed costs 23.0% 32.0% 22.1% 23.0%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 14.0% 11.0% 6.7%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 3.9% 2.1% 1.8%
Depreciation 6.6% 5.1% 3.0% 8.5%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% 9.1% 6.0% 6.0%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) (9,407) (16,148) (25,947)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 358 1,676 13,879
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 4,169 5,781 11,373
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) (5,596) (12,042) (28,453)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 5510 6,344 7,588
Depreciation 15,520 3,213 5,094 29,279
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Table 20: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by VAgse

in USD unl therwise noted Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
@ unless otherwise noted) Shrimp 1968+ 1980+ 1990+ 2000+
# of Observations 388 106 118 83 72
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 70 62 64 7 82
Gross tons 108 90 87 128 154
Horse power 527 390 47 633 807
Year built 1987 1976 1985 1996 2001
Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 59% 74% 95% 96%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 52% 34% 80% 86%
Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 9,252 8,540 18,980 25,742
State - Florida (%) 14% 27% 13% 5% 6%
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 13% 19% 20% 18%
State - Louisiana (%) 28% 10% 36% 25% 40%
State - Texas (%) 40% 49% 31% 49% 36%
Balance Sheet (end of 2007)
Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 88,966 124,880 249,945 373,594
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 116,968 166,150 431,998 664,187
Implicit permit value 22,308 17,015 18,182 22,257 38,458
Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 18,762 32,445 115,890 291,632
% of vessels with loan 51% 39% 39% 63% 79%
Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 70,204 92,435 134,056 81,962

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 45% [ 64% | 24%/31% 35%/41%  58%/66%  82% / 87%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 49% 41% 62% 36% 51%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 49,177 54,412 89,309 116,473
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 299/3.00 313/3.10 2.77/274 299/3.01 3.14/3.14
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 26,458 27,140 56,411 80,596
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24371239 248/2.41 243/236 242/238 2.38/239
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24117 2.6/1.9 25/2.0 26/1.6 18/1.4
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52/5.00] 7.48/5.76 6.13/550 7.19/4.77 5.12/4.54

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 222,753 157,994 156,393 279,200 379,617
Shrimp landings 214,256 152,308 149,172 268,974 366,296
Non-shrimp landings 451 795 174 655 152
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 4,891 7,047 9,570 13,169
Outflow - Total 228,721 160,835 158,013 296,534 385,111
Fuel 102,199 63,817 64,090 134,278 192,638
Other supplies 22,105 19,601 19,447 28,860 24,261
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 40,704 37,349 60,567 72,327
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 17,407 16,935 25,481 20,701
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 3,838 4,319 6,096 5,273
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 10,325 9,333 18,500 24,528
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 1,394 2,291 9,659 20,175
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 3,661 4,138 12,993 25,095
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 89 112 100 114
Net Cash Flow (5,967) (2,841) (1,620) (17,334) (5,493)
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Table 20: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by VAgse cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp 1968+ 1980+ 1990+ 2000+
# of Observations 388 106 118 83 72
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 153,103 149,346 269,630 366,448
Expenses 234,340 165,280 163,023 299,614 395,707
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 50.5% 51.2% 54.4% 54.8%
Fuel 43.6% 38.6% 39.3% 44.8% 48.7%
Other supplies 9.4% 11.9% 11.9% 9.6% 6.1%
Variable costs - Labor 23.9% 27.9% 26.7% 22.4% 20.8%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 24.6% 22.9% 20.2% 18.3%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 3.3% 3.8% 2.2% 2.5%
Fixed costs 23.0% 21.6% 22.1% 23.1% 24.4%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 10.5% 10.4% 8.5% 5.2%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 2.3% 2.6% 2.0% 1.3%
Depreciation 6.6% 2.5% 3.3% 6.4% 11.6%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% 6.2% 5.7% 6.2% 6.2%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) (12,176) (13,677) (29,984) (29,259)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 1,394 2,291 9,659 20,175
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 4,891 7,047 9,570 13,169
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) (8,679) (8,920) (30,073) (36,264)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 5,378 6,164 6,649 10,072
Depreciation 15,520 4,209 5,387 19,183 45,907
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Table 21: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Lasdfiofume

in USD unless otherwise noted Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
( ) Shrimp | <50klbs  <100klbs  <150klbs  >150k Ibs
# of Observations 388 155 135 70 28
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 70 59 73 80 84
Gross tons 108 75 118 144 156
Horse power 527 387 518 735 826
Year built 1987 1982 1987 1995 1998
Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 54% 89% 100% 100%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 30% 71% 83% 86%
Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 7,866 14,356 22,007 27,418
State - Florida (%) 14% 21% 13% 3% 7%
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 15% 10% 29% 32%
State - Louisiana (%) 28% 25% 29% 30% 32%
State - Texas (%) 40% 37% 47% 39% 29%
Balance Sheet (end of 2007)
Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 91,322 179,739 328,483 384,372
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 115,130 304,457 521,478 737,022
Implicit permit value 22,308 13,583 23,099 31,879 45,227
Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 17,496 85,220 194,024 309,497
% of vessels with loan 51% 29% 59% 74% 79%
Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 73,826 94,519 134,459 74,875

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 45% / 64% 14%/ 20% 55% / 62% 77% [ 80% 86%/91%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 49% 58% 38% 40% 71%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 25,334 75,477 121,702 180,721
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 299/3.00 293/2.83 300/3.03 307/3.06 3.01/2.98
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 14,908 45,672 73,983 105,967
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 243/2.39| 248/243 240/2.37 239/238 242/2.39
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.4/1.7 3.0/17 2.1/1.7 2.0/1.6 2.0/1.7
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52/5.00) 7.78/481 571/5.00 568/5.04 558/5.08

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 222,753 76,566 236,272 387,207 555,692
Shrimp landings 214,256 71,732 228,406 372,834 538,562
Non-shrimp landings 451 606 238 630 174
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 4,228 7,628 13,743 16,956
Outflow - Total 228,721 95,823 249,406 377,475 492,785
Fuel 102,199 36,266 108,255 176,052 253,349
Other supplies 22,105 12,684 26,978 30,130 30,694
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 20,238 56,100 79,937 100,361
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 12,731 23,334 25,331 23,628
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 2,933 5,616 5,871 7,161
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 6,895 15,836 23,491 24,594
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 1,174 6,358 16,729 16,510
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 2,807 6,842 19,793 36,380
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 95 87 142 108
Net Cash Flow (5,967) (19,257) (13,134) 9,732 62,907
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Table 21: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Lasdiiotume,
cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp <50k Ibs <100k Ibs <150k Ibs >150k Ibs
# of Observations 388 155 135 70 28
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 72,338 228,644 373,464 538,737
Expenses 234,340 101,384 256,411 377,953 504,896
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 48.3% 52.7% 54.6% 56.3%
Fuel 43.6% 35.8% 42.2% 46.6% 50.2%
Other supplies 9.4% 12.5% 10.5% 8.0% 6.1%
Variabl -L r 23.9% 24.5% 24.3% 23.3% 23.5%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 20.0% 21.9% 21.2% 19.9%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 4.5% 2.5% 2.1% 3.6%
Fixed costs 23.0% 27.2% 22.9% 22.2% 20.3%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 12.6% 9.1% 6.7% 4.7%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 2.9% 2.2% 1.6% 1.4%
Depreciation 6.6% 5.0% 5.4% 7.7% 9.3%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% 6.8% 6.2% 6.2% 4.9%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) (29,047) (27,767) (4,489) 33,841
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 1,174 6,358 16,729 16,510
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 4,228 7,628 13,743 16,956
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) (25,992) (26,498) (7,474) 34,286
Owner's vessel time 6,790 4,583 6,333 8,043 18,070
Depreciation 15,520 5,054 13,960 29,098 47,038
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Table 22: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrim

p Fleet by S@ueayity

(in USD unless otherwise noted) Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp Medium Quality High Quality
# of Observations 388 71 317
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 70 73 69

Gross tons 108 117 106

Horse power 527 577 515

Year built 1987 1990 1987

Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 83% 7%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 49% 60%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 15,711 13,722

State - Florida (%) 14% 14% 14%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 17% 17%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 37% 26%

State - Texas (%) 40% 31% 43%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 190,468 185,024
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 368,405 283,692
Implicit permit value 22,308 30,818 20,793

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 97,357 93,224
% of vessels with loan 51% 51% 51%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 93,112 91,801

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 45% | 64% 54%/ 72% 43% / 62%
Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100%

Owner-operator (%) 49% 69% 44%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 84,755 68,385

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 2.99/3.00 2.7812.85 3.03/3.04

Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 44,653 42,435

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.43 /239 2.49/2.45 2421237

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24117 3.2/19 22116

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52 /5.00 8.30/5.41 6.13/4.91

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 222,753 250,158 216,615

Shrimp landings 214,256 241,449 208,165

Non-shrimp landings 451 673 402

Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 8,036 8,049

Outflow - Total 228,721 227,350 229,028

Fuel 102,199 109,201 100,630

Other supplies 22,105 14,238 23,867

Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 43,073 50,656

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 19,672 19,436

Major repair and haul-out 4,702 3,197 5,039

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 14,277 18,101 13,421

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 8,640 6,499

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 11,134 9,377

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 94 103

Net Cash Flow (5,967) 22,808 (12,412)
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Table 22: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by S@uayity,

cont.
Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp Medium Quality High Quality
# of Observations 388 71 317
Income Statement (2007)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 242,122 208,567
Expenses 234,340 237,077 233,727
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 52.1% 53.3%
Fuel 43.6% 46.1% 43.1%
Other supplies 9.4% 6.0% 10.2%
Variable costs - L abor 23.9% 22.9% 24.2%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 18.2% 21.7%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 4.7% 2.5%
Fixed costs 23.0% 25.1% 22.6%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 8.3% 8.3%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 1.3% 2.2%
Depreciation 6.6% 7.8% 6.4%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6.1% 7.6% 5.7%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) 5,045 (25,160)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 8,640 6,499
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 8,036 8,049
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) 4,441 (23,610)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 11,134 5,816
Depreciation 15520 18,461 14,862
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Table 23: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Owipers

Structure; and of the Owner-Operated Sub-Fleet by Captain’s Share Structure
Active Gulf | __Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet [Own-Operator Act. Gulf Shr.
Shrimp | Hired Captain Own-Operatorlwithout Share with Share

(in USD unless otherwise noted)

# of Observations 388 199 189 139 50
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 70 72 67 67 67
Gross tons 108 119 97 95 101
Horse power 527 538 515 520 502
Year built 1987 1988 1987 1987 1985
Hull material - Steel (%) 78% 82% 74% 7% 64%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% 74% 41% 37% 52%
Fuel capacity (gallons) 14,086 16,099 11,967 12,240 11,206
State - Florida (%) 14% 15% 13% 9% 26%
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 17% 15% 20% 22% 14%
State - Louisiana (%) 28% 17% 40% 41% 36%
State - Texas (%) 40% 53% 27% 28% 24%

Balance Sheet (end of 2007)

Assets - Market value of vessel 186,021 201,906 169,295 168,615 171,187
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 299,193 331,156 265,540 268,805 256,462
Implicit permit value 22,308 23,167 21,311 21,444 20,912

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 93,980 104,640 82,756 85,527 75,051

% of vessels with loan 51% 59% 2% 41% 46%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 92,041 97,265 86,540 83,088 96,136

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets)  45% / 64% 50% / 67% 40% / 60% 39% / 65% 42% [ 46%

Vessel Operation (2007)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 49% 0% 100% 100% 100%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 71,380 74,012 68,609 68,637 68,531
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis)  2.99 /3.00 3.22/3.22 274/2.75| 2.65/2.69 3.00/293
Annual fuel use (gallons) 42,841 49,703 35,615 36,861 32,151
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.43/2.39 2.39/2.36 2471243 245/241 2.52/248
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24117 1.9/15 30/19 3.1/19 27121
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 6.52/5.00 5.75/4.80 7.33/5.30 7.29/5.01 7.45/6.25

Cash Flow (2007)

Inflow - Total 222,753 246,904 197,325 193,176 208,860
Shrimp landings 214,256 238,333 188,905 184,617 200,824
Non-shrimp landings 451 200 715 583 1,085
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 8,370 7,705 7,976 6,951
Outflow - Total 228,721 269,112 186,193 183,927 192,492
Fuel 102,199 117,056 86,555 88,988 79,792
Other supplies 22,105 25,842 18,170 18,236 17,987
Crew & captain (hired) 49,268 60,796 37,130 33,300 47,778
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 19,480 24,268 14,437 13,138 18,049
Major repair and haul-out 4,702 5,938 3,400 3,084 4,278
Overhead (exduding loan payments) 14,277 15,993 12,471 12,750 11,695
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 7,923 5,804 6,359 4,261
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 9,698 11,192 8,125 7,984 8,519
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 102 103 100 88 133
Net Cash Flow (5,967) (22,208) 11,133 9,249 16,368
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Table 23: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Owipers
Structure; and of the Owner-Operated Sub-Fleet by Captain’s Share Sirochire

Active Gulf | __Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet [Own-Operator Act. Gulf Shr.
Shrimp | Hired Captain Own-Operator|without Share with Share
# of Observations 388 199 189 139 50

Income Statement (2007)

Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 214,707 238,533 189,620 185,200 201,909
Expenses 234,340 266,459 200,521 197,008 210,288
Variable costs - Supplies 53.0% 53.6% 52.2% 54.4% 46.5%
Fuel 43.6% 43.9% 43.2% 45.2% 37.9%
Other supplies 9.4% 9.7% 9.1% 9.3% 8.6%
Variable costs - Labor 23.9% 22.8% 25.5% 23.3% 31.2%
Crew & captain (hired) 21.0% 22.8% 18.5% 16.9% 22.7%
Owner's vessel time 2.9% 0.0% 7.0% 6.4% 8.5%
Fixed costs 23.0% 23.6% 22.3% 22.3% 22.3%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 8.3% 9.1% 7.2% 6.7% 8.6%
Major repair and haul-out 2.0% 2.2% 1.7% 1.6% 2.0%
Depreciation 6.6% 6.2% 7.2% 7.6% 6.1%
Overhead (exduding loan payments) 6.1% 6.0% 6.2% 6.5% 5.6%
Net Revenue from Operations (19,633) (27,926) (10,901) (11,808) (8,379)

Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 6,891 7,923 5,804 6,359 4,261
Government payments received (shrimp related) 8,046 8,370 7,705 7,976 6,951
Net Revenue (before taxes) (18,477) (27,479) (8,999) (10,190) (5,689)
Owner's vessel time 6,790 0 13,938 12,543 17,816
Depreciation 15,520 16,566 14,419 14,968 12,893

97





